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ABSTRACT 
The present study investigated the mediating role of career adaptability in the 
relationship between contextual factors (i.e., Quality Learning Experience and Social 
Connection) and positive youth development (i.e., Decision-Making Readiness and Stress 
Management), using data from a sample of 1047 Chinese students from 10th to 12th 
grades. First, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) revealed that an expanded self-
regulatory model with four dimensions (i.e., Career Search Self-Efficacy, Goal Capacity, 
Academic Self-Efficacy, Motivation for Attending School) mapped onto one latent 
construct representing the overall level of career adaptability. Subsequently, using a 
structural equation modeling (SEM) approach of mediation analysis, this study found that 
this latent construct of career adaptability fully mediated the relationship between 
contextual factors and positive youth development. In addition, a test of the four 
mediating variables revealed eight specific significant indirect pathways from the 
contextual influences to positive youth development: Career Search Self-Efficacy and 
Goal Capacity fully mediated the relationship between Quality Learning Experience and 
Decision-Making Readiness as well as the relationship between Social Connection and 
		 vii 
Decision-Making Readiness. Academic Self-Efficacy and Motivation partially mediated 
the relationship between Social Connection and Stress Management as well as fully 
mediated the relationship between Quality Learning Experiences and Stress Management. 
The findings establish notable implications for practices that are discussed in closing. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
Introduction 
Career Adaptability in Psychology 
Adaptability has been long recognized by psychologists as a key psychosocial 
resource for solving unfamiliar and complex problems that derived from changing 
intersection of person and environment (Baltes, 1996; Bandura, 1977; Deci & Ryan, 
2000; Savickas, 1997). Supporting individuals’ development of career adaptability has 
emerged as an important area in response to economic turbulence, globalization and 
technology advances over the past two decades. Counseling psychologists have assumed 
the tasks of helping workers in the face of workforce challenges such as unemployment, 
underemployment, job insecurity, work instability and stress derived from these 
challenges. Therefore, increasing a client’s career adaptability is viewed as an important 
component in career counseling (Bimrose & Hearne, 2012; Savickas, 1997). 
Additionally, vocational psychologists have studied the construct of career adaptability as 
a mean to understand contemporary individuals’ coping strategies with stress as well as 
resilience in face of career-related obstacles and challenges (Leong & Ott-Holland, 
2014). Vocational psychologists have defined career adaptability as one’s available 
resources and their readiness to cope with current and imminent changes in and 
challenges to vocational development tasks, transitions, and personal traumas (Savickas, 
2005; Savickas & Porfeli, 2012). 
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Career Adaptability in Adolescence 
Though the importance of career adaptability for adult workers has been 
recognized, recent scholarship emphasized its overlooked importance for adolescents 
who face transitions to postsecondary education or work (Hirschi, 2009). Career 
development process starts long before one starts an actual career (Hartung, Porfeli, & 
Vondracek, 2005). Adolescence corresponds to a critical cultural transition as one has to 
adapt to a new context of work and/or postsecondary education (Savickas, 1997). 
Adolescence is also a critical period for establishing outer and inner resources to deal 
with changing opportunities and constraints concerning educational and vocational 
transitions (Lent & Brown, 2013; Leong & Ott-Holland, 2014; Savickas, 2005). 
Necessary contextual resources include social support and access to quality learning 
opportunities (Benson, Scales, & Syvertsen, 2011). Necessary personal resources include 
youth’s self-regulatory competence such as confidence to execute career search activities 
(e.g., self-exploration, career exploration, career planning, networking), capacity to set 
and pursue goals, confidence to perform academic-related tasks (e.g., social, class and 
test, peer interaction, information search), and intrinsic motivations for learning and 
attending school (Baltes, 1996; Close and Solberg, 2008; Deci & Ryan, 2000; Solberg, 
Good, & Nord, 1994a).  
Developmental psychology frames the adolescence as a period when youth need 
to develop self-regulation, learn how to accurately assess themselves, establish goals, 
strategically plan a career, maintain motivations, and learn how to direct their actions 
toward desired goals (Zimmerman & Cleary, 2009). Through a self-regulation 
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empowerment program, Clearly & Zimmerman (2004) presented evidence that self-
regulated adolescents were more likely to be pro-active learners who incorporate self-
regulatory thoughts, feelings, and behaviors to set goals for specific learning outcomes, 
make strategic plans, and cultivate positive self-beliefs (i.e., self-efficacy, intrinsic 
motivation). These self-regulatory capacities, collectively, explain how one adapts to 
changes and navigates changing situations (Clearly & Zimmerman 2004; Zimmerman & 
Cleary, 2009).  
The need for developing career adaptability is especially salient for contemporary 
youth who no longer approach career development through a stable and linear process. 
Rapid technological advances and globalization fueled social changes and economic 
turbulence that disrupt and complicate current youth’s career development. Furthermore, 
today’s workforce is characterized by flexibility and employability, where one needs to 
develop transferrable skills, abilities to work with different people and contexts, and 
prepare for constantly changing situations and life-long learning. Therefore, today’s 
youth must not only possess the willingness to adapt to the ever-changing world of work, 
but also equip themselves with self-regulatory resources to effectively deal with changes 
and challenges. 
Though policy makers and educators currently face substantial challenges in 
helping today’s youth successfully adapt to changing circumstances and manage the 
contemporary challenges of career development (Savickas, 2009), the construct of youth 
career adaptability has not been adequately addressed in the literature. Neither the 
construct of youth’s career adaptability nor the mechanics of the relationship between 
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career adaptability, contextual factors, and youth development outcomes have been 
sufficiently researched.  
Chinese Cultural and Educational Context 
Recent interest in career adaptability has grown beyond the American context, in 
which most of the early research was conducted, as international scholars have 
recognized the importance of the concept (Savickas & Porfeli, 2012). Today’s Chinese 
youth, as a generation that experienced unprecedented economic and social changes, are 
facing large amount of stress and challenges in relation to career exploration and career 
decision-making.  What is more, the upcoming national education reform to college 
entrance examination (i.e., Gaokao) adds to these challenges. As a result, there is 
increased demand for empirically supported career development programs, as well as 
counseling services that can help current Chinese youth effectively navigate vocational 
resources and cope with postsecondary transitions.  
By the end of 10th grade (i.e., second semester in Chinese high school), the 
majority of Chinese public high school students are required to choose between studying 
science (i.e., subjects in chemistry, physics, biology) and humanities (i.e., subjects in 
history, politics, geography). Subsequently, students complete college entrance 
examinations that include tests in their chosen concentration. If during this period a 
student decides to switch from science to humanities, it would be difficult because the 
majority of their high school learning focused on a concentration that they selected after 
their second semester of high school. The strict division between science and liberal arts 
education has been criticized for restricting students’ options for future educational and 
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vocational paths. To address this division, the Chinese Ministry of Education recently 
proposed to remove the science-humanities division in high schools and offer students the 
chance to select three subjects from seven options (i.e., physics, chemistry, biology, 
history, geography, politics, and technology) in addition to math, literacy, and English. In 
addition, students are allowed to take the English subject test twice for college entrance 
examination. Schools in Shanghai and the Zhejiang Provinces are currently piloting these 
reforms, and the reforms will be implemented on a larger scale in multiple provinces in 
2017 (Ministry of Education of the People’s Republic of China, 2016).  
These reforms will give Chinese high school youth more chance and time to 
explore their interests, skills, and values, so that they could be more deliberate in 
choosing educational majors or career areas. As a result, Chinese adolescents need high 
quality career development programs and counseling services in order to be prepared 
adequately for the new reality of postsecondary education and career choices. In this 
circumstance, Chinese educators and school counselors are seeking effective approaches 
to increase youth capacities to adapt to postsecondary transitions. Although a few 
Chinese researchers have used samples of college students and adults to study career 
adaptability being predicted by social support or investigated career adaptability in 
predicting employment status and person-environment fit (Guan et al., 2015; Wang & Fu, 
2015), the scope of the current reforms demands greater efforts devoted in investigating 
both career adaptability in Chinese youth population and the relationship between 
contextual influences, career adaptability, and positive youth development outcomes. 
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The Present Study 
The present study aims to examine the relationship between career adaptability, 
contextual factors, and positive youth development. First, the study proposed an 
expanded self-regulatory model to describe the construct of career adaptability in youth, 
This model includes career search self-efficacy, goal capacity, academic self-efficacy, 
and motivation for attending school (Baltes, 1996; Close and Solberg, 2008; Deci & 
Ryan, 2000; Solberg et al., 1994). The present study conceptualizes youth’s career 
adaptability as a multidimensional capacity as well as a latent construct represented by 
self-efficacy to perform career search activities (i.e., self-exploration, career exploration, 
career planning, and networking), capacities of setting and pursing goals (i.e., goal-
setting and goal pursuit), self-efficacy in performing academic-related tasks (i.e., social, 
class and test, peer interaction, information search), and intrinsic motivation for attending 
school (i.e., enjoy school, recognize the meaning of attending school). This definition 
integrates three major theories — Bandura’s social cognitive theory, Baltes’s 
development theory of selection, optimization and compensation (SOC), and Deci’s and 
Ryan’s self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000). The definition also complements 
recent developments in career adaptability in vocational psychology theory, specifically, 
Savickas’s career construction theory (Savickas, 1997). The specific hypothesis being 
tested is that Chinese youth draw upon these four self-regulatory capacities to adjust 
themselves, maximize the positive contextual influences, cope with stress, and achieve 
successful transitions.  
Moreover, in order to understand the way in which contextual factors influence 
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Chinese youth’s career adaptability, the present study examines how youth’s perceived 
access to quality learning experiences and social connections generates effects on career 
adaptability. This study also investigates how contextual factors and career adaptability 
influence high school youth’s career decision-making readiness and stress management. 
Accordingly, the main research question of this study is: To what extent does career 
adaptability mediate the association between contextual factors (i.e., learning experiences 
and social connections) and positive youth development (i.e., career decision-making 
readiness, stress management)?  This question is dependent upon a secondary research 
question of whether the four proposed components (i.e., career search self-efficacy, goal 
capacity, academic self-efficacy, and motivation for attending school) can be represented 
adequately by one latent construct, named as career adaptability in the current study. 
The present study hypothesizes, in response to the first question, that career 
adaptability plays as a significant mediator in the relationship between contextual 
influences (i.e., quality learning experience and social connection) and positive youth 
development (i.e., decision-making readiness and stress management). Those who 
perceive their learning experiences and social connections positively tend to develop 
better career adaptability and, in turn, they are more ready to make career decisions and 
experience less stress. In response to the second question, this study hypothesizes that the 
four self-regulatory variables — career search self-efficacy, goal capacity, academic self-
efficacy, and motivation for attending school — can be adequately represented by a latent 
construct of career adaptability. 
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Figure 1 visualizes the proposed construct of career adaptability. Figure 2 
illustrates the proposed structural model for career adaptability mediating the relationship 
between contextual factors and positive youth development.  
 
Figure 1.  
The proposed career adaptability construct 
 
 
Note: Career search self-efficacy refers to one’s confidence in their personal ability to 
execute self-exploration, career exploration, career planning, and networking. Goal 
capacity refers to one’s capacities to set goals and pursue desired goals. Academic self-
efficacy refers to one’s confidence in their personal ability to perform academic 
activities, including academic-related social activity, class and test, peer interaction, and 
information search. Motivation for attending school refers to one’s intrinsic motivation to 
attend school, including one’s feeling of enjoying school and recognition of the meaning 
for attending school. 
 
 
	  
Career search 
self-efficacy 
Goal 
capacity 
Academic 
self-efficacy 
Motivation for 
attending school 
Career Adaptability 
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Figure 2.  
The Proposed Mediation Model  
 
Note: Career adaptability, in the present study, is defined as one’s a multi-dimensional 
competency, including career search self-efficacy, goal capacity, academic self-efficacy, 
and motivation for attending school. Contextual influences includes two aspects — 
quality learning experience that refers to a youth’s experiences in educational and 
vocational exploration, extracurricular activities/youth leadership development, 
connecting activities, family involvement, and perceived importance of career 
development activities; and Social Connection that refers to connections with parents, 
teachers, and peers. Positive youth development includes two aspects — stress 
management that refers to youth’ ability to manage their academic stress, social stress, 
and financial stress; and career decision-making readiness that refers to the degree of how 
one is ready in terms of decisiveness, decidedness, and information adequateness.  
  
Career	
Adaptability	
Contextual	
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Posi7ve	Youth	
Development	
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CHAPTER TWO 
Review of Literature 
The definition of career adaptability, in the field of psychology and 
developmental psychology, has been specifically described in terms of self-efficacy, 
motivation, and goal capacity based on existing theories and literature (Baltes, 1996; 
Bandura, 1977; Deci & Ryan, 2000). Over time, the definition of career adaptability has 
become more detailed and complete throughout its development in multiple psychology 
theories, including Bandura’s social cognitive theory (SCT), Deci & Ryan’s self-
determination theory (SDT), Baltes’s SOC theory, as well as Savickas’s career 
construction theory (CCT). All of these theories address self-regulatory resources that 
influence human thoughts, feelings, and actions. These self-regulatory resources are 
malleable and serve as foundations for career adaptability (Savickas & Porfeli, 2011). 
More recent, the resurgence in interest in career adaptability among scholars has occurred 
due to the rapidly changing world of work as well as the societal and economic 
turbulence happening worldwide, which is particularly salient in China. Table 1 presents 
how career adaptability has been described and defined in the four big psychology 
theories. 	  
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Table 1. 
Description of career adaptability in psychology theories 
 Self-regulatory resource Definition of career adaptability 
Bandura’s Social 
Cognitive Theory 
(SCT) & Lent 
and Brown’s 
Social Cognitive 
Career Theory 
(SCCT) 
Self-efficacy: one’s perception 
of his or her capacities to 
organize and execute actions 
toward desired goals (Bandura, 
1977) 
Career adaptability is fluid as it is 
subject to constant social learning 
and malleable self-efficacy and 
self-regulation. Individuals need 
to develop a certain number of 
career adaptive behaviors (i.e., 
self-regulation) and inherent 
capacities (i.e., self-efficacy) to 
cope with changing situations and 
contextual challenges.  
Baltes’s SOC 
Theory 
Goal Selection: a process that 
one selects goals due to 
constrains in capacity, resource 
and time; Optimization: a 
process that one optimize 
positive changes in adaptive 
capacities; Compensation: a 
process that one compensates 
failing experiences derived 
from new constraints or losses 
of resources (Baltes, 1996). 
SOC represents three fundamental 
adaptive processes of individuals’ 
development, which can help 
individuals cope with the 
transitions and identify future 
trajectories in education, career, 
and life. 
Deci & Ryan’s 
Self-
Determination 
Theory (SDT) 
Intrinsic Motivation: doing 
something because it is 
inherently interesting or 
enjoyable (Deci & Ryan, 2000) 
Intrinsic motivation is critical in 
shaping individuals’ self-
regulation. Individuals motivated 
by intrinsic reasons are less likely 
to foreclose on a certain career 
and become more adaptive in 
their career development. 
Savickas’s Career 
Construction 
Theory (CCT) 
Concern: one’s concern about 
his or her vocational future; 
Control: one’s control over his 
or her vocational future; 
Curiosity: inquisitiveness about 
knowledge of the self and the 
world of work, as well as the fit 
between the two; Confidence: 
one’s self-efficacy to execute a 
course of vocational actions 
(Savickas, 1997) 
Career adaptability is a 
psychosocial construct that 
denotes an individual’s readiness 
and sources for coping with 
current and imminent vocational 
development tasks, occupational 
transitions, and personal traumas. 
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Career Adaptability in Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) 
Social cognitive theory (SCT) is primarily a learning theory based on the 
assumption that individuals are proactive agents in their own development, which 
emphasizes the reciprocal interplay between personal, behavioral, and environmental 
influences on human functioning. Bandura (1989) argues that it is specifically through 
self-efficacy and self-regulation that people exercise their agency. With the intention to 
better address career development, vocational psychologists Lent and Brown (1996) 
expanded Bandura’s general SCT into social cognitive career theory (SCCT). SCCT 
suggests that a certain number of career adaptive behaviors (e.g., coping strategies and 
problem-solving skills) as well as inherent capacities (i.e., self-efficacy) need to develop 
in adolescence for one to cope with contextual challenges and postsecondary transitions 
(Lent & Brown, 1996). According to Lent and Brown (2013), career adaptability is fluid. 
It is subject to constant social learning and support, and also because the component of 
human agency, self-efficacy and self-regulation, serve as malleable sources for one to 
successfully adapt to changing situations in educational and career transitions (Lent, 
Brown, & Hackett, 1994; Lent, 2013).  
As the cornerstone of SCT since it was first introduced (Bandura 1977), self-
efficacy, one’s perception of his or her capacities to organize and execute actions toward 
desired goals, has been extensively tested as key components to drive individuals’ 
thoughts and actions and leads to personal well-being and accomplishment (Bandura, 
1986). Self-efficacy is believed to be a better predictor of students’ performance than 
other motivational constructs, such as self-esteem, outcome expectations, and perceived 
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locus of control (Graham & Weiner, 1996; Zimmerman & Cleary, 2006).  
During the past 40 years, self-efficacy has been widely studied in relation to 
adolescents’ career development across various cultural contexts, including China (Tien, 
Wang, & Liu, 2009). During the 1980’s and the 1990’s, self-efficacy was studied in terms 
of its relationship with individuals’ career choices and options (Betz & Hackett, 1981; 
Taylor & Betz, 1983), and career decision-making self-efficacy (CDMSE). Thereafter it 
was examined and indicated as an important predictor for individuals’ career decision-
making behaviors (Betz & Luzzo, 1996; Peterson & delMas, 1998; Whiston, 1996). The 
widespread measurement Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy Scale (CDMSES) was 
derived from the five career-choice competences described in Crites’s (1961, 1965) 
career maturity model — accurate self-appraisal, gathering occupatioanl information, 
goal selection, making plans for the future, and problem solving. A number of empirical 
studies suggested that CDMSE generated significant influences on individuals’ career 
choice, performance, and persistence. For example, Gushue, Scanlan, Pantzer & Clarke et 
al. (2006) demonstrated that greater CDMSE was associated with more defined 
vocational identity and more engagement in career exploration activities in urban African 
American high school students. Along with research evidence indicating the importance 
of CDMSE, discussion of its application to career counseling was addressed. Betz (2004) 
suggested that counseling should apply self-efficacy as a focus of intervention through 
two steps: 1) initial discussion and assessment that include the concept of self-efficacy 
with clients; 2) counseling interventions that based on Bandura’s four sources of self-
efficacy (i.e., performance accomplishments, vicarious learning or modeling, managing 
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anxiety, and providing support and encouragement).  
More recently, career self-efficacy has been examined as a mediating factor in the 
relationship between contextual influences and individual development outcomes. It was 
believed that the sources of self-efficacy originate in individuals’ social connectedness 
and support, such as families, schools, background variables, as well as the quality of 
learning opportunities (Alliman-Brissett, Turner, & Skovholt, 2004; Betz, 2004; Turner 
& Lapan, 2002). For example Restubog, Florentino, and Garcia (2010)  examined the 
way in which contextual support (e.g., parental support, caere cousneling support) 
influence undegraduate students’ career decidedness and persistence through CDMSE 
over time. Findings suggested that CDMSE predicted parental support and counseling 
services, which in turn increased individuals’ career decidednesss and persistence in the 
academic program. In China, Tien, Wang, and Liu (2009) studied Taiwan high school 
youth’s career self-efficacy and how it affected student career choice behaviors. Taiwan 
high school aged youth, as the same as Mainland Chinese students, need to declare their 
majors prior to entering college, leading to various perceived barriers since high school 
youth are still in the process of exploring the self and environment. Tien’s research 
showed that career self-efficacy played a more important role than career barriers in 
predicting youth career choice behaviors that career barriers influenced individual career 
choice indirectly through career self-efficacy.  
Career Search Self-Efficacy. 
The search for postsecondary educational and vocational resources is critical for 
adolescents. When adolescents apply self-efficacy to the career search process, it is called 
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career search self-efficacy (CSSE). Compared to CDMSE, which is exclusively pertinent 
to college students, CSSE is apppropriate for youth who perform important activiites 
associatted with education and career exploration (Solberg et al., 1994a). More 
specifically, the concept career search self-efficacy refers to “people's expectations and 
confidence regarding their ability to perform various career search activities, including 
personal exploration, career exploration, and job searching” (Solberg et al., 1994). This is 
an additional approach to assess individuals’ efficacy expectations regarding their career 
development process, especially the career search process (Solberg, Good, Fischer, Brow 
& Nord, 1994b). 
Resaerch on CSSE has focused on its association with career decision-making, 
individuals’ psychological wellbeing and academic success. Findings in these contexts 
have shown that CSSE indirectly influences youth development outcomes. For example, 
those with greater CSSE achieved higher academic performance and reported lower 
career decision-making difficulties and less academic stress and psychological/emotional 
distress (Solberg, Howard, Gresham, & Carter, 2012). Additionally, it was demonstrated 
that CSSE partially mediates the relationship between family support and adolescents’ 
career indecision, but only for male students (Nota, Ferrari, Solberg, & Soresi, 2007). 
In the Chinese context, Guan et al (2013) assessed job search self-efficacy in 
relation to career adaptability in a sample of 270 Chinese college graduates. Results 
indicated that two dimensions of career adaptability — career concern and career control 
— predicted job search self-efficacy. The results, further, showed that job search self-
efficacy plays a mediating role between career adaptability and employment status and P-
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E fit.  However, this study focused on college students and the job search self-efficacy 
investigated by Guan (2013) was limited to job search tasks (e.g., writing a good resume, 
finding information about companies, and presenting themselves in an interview) without 
any discussion regarding self and career exploration processes that high school youth 
experience.  
In short, although CSSE has been studied, to some extent, in relation to career 
adaptability, no study has utilized CSSE to conceptualize career adaptability in 
adolescents. This proposed study will examine youth’s confidence in performing career 
search activities more thoroughly by examining individuals’ confidence with regards to 
adolescents’ self-exploration, career exploration, career planning, and networking 
abilities.  
Academic Self-Efficacy. 
Adolescents are confronted with secondary school tasks as their main “jobs” and 
approach school activities as their primary avenue to gain career socialization (Negru-
Subtirica, Pop, & Crocetti, 2015). Achieving academic success is one of the most 
dominating tasks in high school students’ lives, especially in the Chinese educational 
context. Most Chinese youth in secondary school work very hard to obtain high grades 
which determine their college choice and major. Therefore, adolescents’ career 
development and educational attainment are closely interwoven (Negru-Subtirica et al., 
2015; Vuolo, Mortimer, & Staff, 2013). Those with higher academic abilities and greater 
confidence in their academic abilities are more likely to possess the inner resources to 
perform successfully in their postsecondary education, make a more effective school-to-
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work transition, and commit to careers matching their education (Savikas, 2005; Vuolo et 
al., 2013). The interplay between career development and academic experiences may 
become even more salient for contemporary youth as they spend an increasingly longer 
time in school due to increasing requirements in the labor market and the phenomena of 
emerging adulthood (Arnett, 2000). 
The present study includes academic self-efficacy as an important source of 
adolescents’ career adaptability, defined as confidence in their capacities to perform 
academic social tasks, in the classroom, on tests, in peer interactions, and information 
searches. Kenny and Bledsoe (2005) supported the inclusion of academic factors as 
components of career adaptability for urban high school students:  their study 
successfully demonstrated two educationally relevant components — adolescents’ school 
identification and perceptions of educational barriers — can be included as important 
dimensions to measure a latent career adaptability. Additionally, Close and Solberg 
(2008) identified an effect of school connectedness on youth’s academic performance and 
distress level, through one’s academic self-efficacy in a sample of 427 ethnically diverse 
ninth- and tenth- grade high school students. That is, youth who have stronger 
connections with their teachers and peers reported higher levels of academic self-efficacy 
and, thereby, performed better academically and psychologically. This demonstrated that 
one’s confidence of his or her academic abilities can help one efficiently cope with 
current and/or imminent challenges of school-to-work transitions.  
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Career Adaptability in Baltes’s SOC Theory 
Goals can act as a compass to direct one’s life-long development (Baltes, 1997).  
Goals are especially critical for youth because 1) goals give youth direction as they face 
many transitions such as educational transition from secondary school to postsecondary 
school, school-to-work transition, and life transition; 2) goals are important in forming 
individuals’ self-regulatory behaviors (Lent et al., 1994) and, therefore, driving 
individuals goal-directed efforts toward positive goal selection and achievement (Creed, 
Buys, Tilbury, & Crawford, 2013). Baltes (1996) provided an example of a theory of life-
span development involving the orchestration of three component processes: selection, 
optimization, and compensation (SOC). 
SOC, described by Baltes (1996), represents three fundamental adaptive processes 
of individuals’ development. Strategies developed through these three processes can help 
youth cope with the transitions and identify future trajectories in education, career, and 
life (Baltes, 1996). Baltes viewed SOC as a general framework for life-long human 
development. The present study utilized SOC to understand youth’s adaptive processes 
for given educational and vocational transitions. When faced with educational and 
vocational transitions, youth need to actively select personal goals, optimize adaptive 
capacities, adapt to constraints and compensate for failed experiences along development 
(Baltes, 1996; Heckhausen, Wrosch, & Feeson, 2001; Salmela-Aro, 2009).  
Human development is accompanied with constant selections as development 
always proceeds with constraints in capacity, resource and time, thereby requiring one 
always develop with a set of selected goals as well as considerations of potential loss and 
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gains. Optimization refers to a process in which one optimizes positive changes in 
adaptive capacities, such as one’s knowledge, physical status, psychological capacities, 
and goal-orientated efforts in order to attain desirable outcomes. Finally, when new 
constraints arise or losses of resources occur, one needs to use compensation strategies to 
deal with his or her development (Baltes, 1996). For example, adolescents may lose their 
means of relating to their parents as they sharpen their own autonomy and means of 
relating to peers in adolescents. In this circumstance, one has to compensate for the failed 
experiences (i.e., not relating to parents in this example) and adjust their personal goals in 
order to adapt to the changing contexts, challenges, and opportunities that are different 
from earlier commitments, goals, and life roles (Heckhausen et al., 2001; Salmela-Aro, 
2009). 
Baltes and colleagues subsequently developed a questionnaire to assess selection, 
optimization and compensation (Baltes, Baltes, & Lang, 1999). SOC has been 
hypothesized to predict whether or not individuals can successfully adapt to the changes 
and challenges, and the SOC measurement has been applied in multiple empirical studies 
to assess the frequency and extent in which youth use SOC strategies to set goals, 
optimize, and make compensation while pursuing their goals. For example, Howard et al. 
(2009) used the SOC measure to assess goal setting as one of the dimensions of agency 
and investigated how youth’s supportive relationships and agency influenced the 
participating youth’s grades, distress level, and career decidedness. The authors presented 
evidence that youth with higher agency, including higher SOC capacities, reported better 
grades and higher career decidedness (Howard, Ferriari, Nota, Solberg, & Soresi, 2009). 
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Further, Solberg, Howard, Gresham and Carter (2012) used the same SOC measure of 
goal-setting in a path analysis on a sample of high school youth with disabilities. They 
found that goal-setting generated an effect on youth’s academic motivation, subsequently 
leading to greater academic self-efficacy and favorable academic outcomes. 
In addition, multiple empirical studies have directly assessed the relationship 
between one’s goals and career adaptability in young people. They have discovered a 
significant correlation between these two concepts. For example, goal orientation was 
demonstrated to be a predictor of career adaptability. Specifically, learning goal-
orientation predicted one’s self-regulation and, resulted in an increase in one’s career 
adaptability (Creed et al., 2009; Tolentino et al., 2014; Yousefi, Abedi, Baghban, 
Eatemadi, & Abedi, 2011). However, the majority of these studies have investigated 
goal-related variables as a distinct predictor of career adaptability rather than a 
representative dimension of career adaptability.  
The present study treated goal capacity as a dimension representing career 
adaptability, rather than an antecedent. This was done because goal capacity reflects 
one’s self-regulation ability, which was identified as a critical source of career 
adaptability based on the Bandura’s SCT (1977) and Savickas’s CCT (1997). For 
example, goal-related efforts can reflect one’s attempt to engage in future planning and 
control their impulses, thoughts, and actions in order to attain the goals that they set for 
themselves (Boekaerts, Maes, & Karoly, 2005). This is aligned with Savickas’s 2Cs — 
concern and control. A lack of career concern — indifference — reflects a lack of 
awareness concerning future planning and preparation. A lack of control, referred to as 
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career indecision, reflects a lack of self-discipline and organization in performing 
vocational development tasks towards desired goals. The present study adopted SOC 
measures and defined goal capacity as both the strategies of setting goals and pursuing 
goals, as well as the use of resources to attain desired goals (Baltes, 1996). This study 
hypothesized that, when faced with postsecondary transitions, capacities of goal-setting 
and goal-pursuit indicate whether or not students can successfully adapt to the transitional 
changes and challenges. 
Career Adaptability in Deci & Ryan’s Self-Determination Theory (SDT) 
Self-determination theory (SDT) is a theory of motivation that differentiates 
between intrinsic and extrinsic sources (selfdeterminationtheory.org, 2016). SDT 
addresses the significance of intrinsic motivations for shaping individuals’ self-regulation 
(Ryan & Deci, 2000) and increases in career adaptability (Duffy & Blustein, 2004; Ye, 
2015). The variety of motivations that drive youth cannot be ignored. Intrinsic 
motivation, which refers to “doing something because it is inherently interesting or 
enjoyable,” such as personal interest and curiosity (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 55). In 
contrast, extrinsic motivation refers to “doing something because it leads to a separable 
outcome,” such as rewards and meeting the expectations of others (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 
55). It was believed that self-motivated students are more likely to engage in high-quality 
learning, become more confident and creative, as well as devote and sustain greater 
efforts (Ryan & Deci, 2000). However, students often require extrinsic motivation to 
learn because much of the school curriculum lacks inherent interest and enjoyment to 
students. Therefore, motivation has long been a concern to educators and parents (Deci & 
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Rayn, 1991; Ryan & Deci, 2000).  
SDT addressed this problem by conceptualizing the internalization and integration 
of individual values and regulations. Internalization refers to taking in values and 
behavioral regulations, while integration refers to one’s transformation of extrinsic 
regulations into self-determined behaviors. Internalization and integration are fulfilled 
when one fully assimilates extrinsic motivations for new self-regulatory behaviors, to the 
extent that they become self-determined motivations (Ryan & Deci, 2000). To maintain 
intrinsic motivation while nurturing internalization and integration of extrinsically 
motivated tasks (i.e., attending school and learning), social contextual condition is 
crucial. Research has shown the importance of autonomy-supportive environments 
(versus controlling ones) in fostering student connectedness with others, feelings of 
competence, and experience of autonomy. The autonomy-supportive environments boost 
intrinsic motivations and facilitate internalization and integration of extrinsic motivations 
(Ryan & Deci, 2000).  
Preliminary use of SDT has been made in career adaptability research. Close and 
Solberg (2008) investigated ninth- and tenth- grader motivation to attend school. Results 
showed that youth’s autonomous motivation (i.e., intrinsic motivation, identified 
regulation) directly predicted both high school academic self-efficacy and academic 
achievement. On the contrary, controlled motivation (i.e., extrinsic motivation, 
introjected regulation) positively predicted distress and negatively predicted academic 
achievement. Therefore, intrinsic motivation (e.g., “because I enjoy school”) and 
identified regulation (e.g., “because education is import to the goals I have”) are critical 
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sources for youth to achieve academic success and cope with physical and psychological 
distress, preparing them for predicted and unpredicted changing situations and transitions 
from secondary education to postsecondary education or career. Duffy and Blustein 
(2004) tested the relationship between spirituality, religiousness, and career adaptability, 
and they found that extrinsic religiousness, treated as extrinsic motivation, served as a 
significant predictor of foreclosed tendency on career choices. That is, individuals who 
are motivated by extrinsic religiousness, opposed to intrinsic reasons, were more likely to 
foreclose on a certain career and become less adaptive in career development. 
In the Chinese context, Ye (2015), specifically, investigated the relation between 
work values and career adaptability among Chinese university students. The study found 
that students intrinsic work values (e.g., emphasis on creativity and challenges, friendly 
workplace atmosphere) and extrinsic work value (e.g., high income, good working 
conditions) served as driving forces for students career adaptability.  
The present study used youth’s motivation for attending school as one of the 
dimensions to conceptualize youth career adaptability. School is the primary social 
environment for adolescents, so school experience provides strong cues for adolescents to 
understand their competency and interest in different academic majors and occupational 
areas.  We hypothesized that internal motivation for attending school (i.e., enjoy school, 
recognize the meaning of school) is an important source that drives youth to develop 
adaptive capacities for changing situations and postsecondary transitions. 
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Career Adaptability in Savickas’ Career Construction Theory (CCT) 
Derived from Super’s life-span, life-space theory, Savickas’ career construction 
theory (1997) proposed to use career adaptability to replace career maturity and identified 
career adaptability as a central construct of individuals’ career development. The word 
“career adaptability” was first appeared under the guise of the career maturity theory 
(Super & Knasel, 1981). Career maturity originated in the research of youth career 
development (Super, 1957; Crites, 1973) and was defined as “the place reached on the 
continuum of vocational development from exploration to decline” (Super, 1957, p. 153). 
Super believed that adolescents who are more vocationally mature are more likely to 
behave vocationally like older individuals in the same life state. Five dimensions were 
described to map adolescent career maturity during the high school years: 1) orientation 
to vocational choice; 2) information and planning; 3) consistency of vocational 
preference; 4) crystallization of traits; 5) wisdom of vocational preference. Super and 
Knasel (1981) argued that career maturity was not appropriate to describe adult workers, 
and they proposed adaptation as a central process for adults and defined it initially as “the 
readiness to cope with changing work and working conditions” (p. 198).  
Savickas (1997) officially dropped “career maturity” and replaced it by career 
adaptability in order to describe individuals’ continual need of adapting to professional 
changes and novel circumstances cross one’s life cycle. Savickas (1997) established the 
constructs of career adaptability within the career construction theory and defined it as an 
individual’s “readiness to cope with the predictable tasks of preparing for and 
participating in the work role and with the unpredictable adjustments prompted by 
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changes in work and working conditions” (page 254). This definition eliminated a 
limitation that career maturity can be used only in a stable environment, which is not 
aligned with current youth career trajectory.  
Savickas (1997) suggested that the change from career maturity to career 
adaptability bridged and simplified Super’s life-span and life-space theory, which had 
integrated four segments — individual differences, development, self, and context. The 
career construction theory indicates that individuals’ self-regulating attitudes, beliefs and 
competencies — the ABCs of career construction — shape one’s adapting strategies 
(e.g., problem-solving strategies and behaviors). Additionally, individuals continually 
cultivate the ABCs throughout the course of their life, particularly through systematic 
foresight, exploration of self and environment, and decision-making skills. The ABCs 
were later grouped into four dimensions of career adaptability — concern, control, 
curiosity, and confidence — which serve as general adaptive resources and strategies that 
people draw upon during constructing their careers and approaching challenging 
situations. In 2005, Savickas further refined his definition and represented career 
adaptability in the 21st century context as “a psychosocial construct that denotes an 
individual’s readiness and sources for coping with current and imminent vocational 
development tasks, occupational transitions, and personal traumas” (p. 51). This 
definition is more useful in the contemporary turbulent society, which is unable to 
provide stable and orderly environments for individuals to develop in expected directions 
(Savickas, 2005).  
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Measurement model of career adaptability 
Scholars have developed various approaches for measuring career adaptability. 
Among these approaches, Savickas’ career construction model of adaptability (i.e., 4Cs) 
and Creed’s self-regulatory model (i.e., 5 dimensions that derived from Savickas early 
statement of career adaptability: career planning, self-exploration, career exploration, 
decision-making, and self-regulation) are best to address the proposed research question. 
These models base their conceptualization of career adaptability on the argument that 
individuals perform career adaptability functions as a set of self-regulation strategies 
(Creed et al., 2009; Savickas & Porfeli, 2011).  
Measurement based on Savickas’ early statement of career adaptability. 
Savickas’ early-stage statement indicated that exploration, planning and deciding 
are three important process dimensions of adaptability (Savickas, 1997). He claimed that 
“adaptability, whether in adolescent or in adults, involves planful attitudes, self- and 
environmental exploration, and informed decision making”. For high school youth facing 
a challenging transition to postsecondary education or career, self-exploration activities 
allow them to identify their values, interests and skills. Career exploration provides 
opportunities for youth to evaluate the labor market, which informs them of potential 
options and changing situations as well as the vocational and educational constraints 
relevant to those careers. With the knowledge of self and the labor market, one is able to 
make plans and manage vocational activities. Finally, a career decision-making process 
allows one to make a career choice that she or he will commit to in the future. 
Teachers and school counselors, therefore, play as important roles in helping 
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individuals continuously increase their knowledge about self and the situations, explore 
possibilities, develop foresight, and promote decision-making skills. Beyond the career 
maturity, this statement addressed life-cycle transitions, beginning with adolescent 
transitions from secondary education to postsecondary education and work. The 
transitional tasks are more like adaptive challenges rather than maturational tasks for 
adolescents, which are aligned with the rapidly changing technology and economy back 
in the late 1990s.   
This definition of exploration, planning, and deciding process dimensions of 
career adaptability was adopted by vocational psychologists to study career adaptability 
and its relationship with youth development outcomes. For example, a self-regulatory 
model of career adaptability was proposed and investigated by Creed, Fallon, and Hood 
in 2009. Using a sample of 245 first-year college students, they viewed career 
adaptability as the self-regulation of future career concerns in youth who are in a 
transitional phase from school-to-work. They measured career adaptability based on five 
key components: self-exploration, career exploration, career planning, decision-making, 
and a general measure of self-regulation. Their findings confirmed Savickas’ (1997) 
suggestion that the five variables of career adaptability are inter-related and can be 
represented accurately by a second-order factor such as career adaptability. This study 
also demonstrated that career adaptability mediates the relationship between 
environmental variables and career concerns. However, since they used a sample of 
university students, their results lack insight for adolescents and the transition period 
from high school to postsecondary education and career.  
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Measurement based on Savickas’ 4Cs of Career Adaptability. 
Savickas’ four global dimensions of career adaptability — concern, control, 
curiosity and confidence — were derived from Savickas (1990) early work of using 
structured interview to assess career adaptability, which focused on four categories of 
questions: 1) assess career concern — how often and what clients think about their future; 
2) assess career control — how clients have made important choices and negotiated 
transitions; 3) assess career convictions — what alternative strategies clients have 
considered for coping with their career concern; 4) assess career confidence — how 
clients have solved an important problem in the past.  
In 2011, Savickas revised the Career Maturity Inventory (Crites & Savickas, 
1996) and confirmed concern, curiosity, and confidence as three scales to measure high 
school students’ (grade 9–12) degree of adaptability in career decision-making. A year 
later, a career adaptability measurement with four subscales of concern, control, 
curiosity, and confidence was validated across 13 countries. Career concern denotes 
one’s concern about his or her vocational future, derived from personal organization and 
optimism, and it reflects an individual’s awareness of the importance of planning and 
preparing for the future. It helps one link the vocational past, present, and future in a 
meaningful way. Career control denotes one’s control over his or her vocational future. It 
benefits people who are unable to use self-regulation strategies to adjust their vocational 
behaviors and make career decisions based on different contexts. Career curiosity refers 
to inquisitiveness about knowledge of the self and the world of work, as well as the fit 
between the two. It plays an important role in increasing people’s active exploration 
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behaviors as well as increasing competence in both self-knowledge and occupational 
knowledge. Career confidence refers to one’s self-efficacy to execute a course of 
vocational actions, make vocational choices, achieve vocational objectives, and overcome 
barriers along the way. Career confidence sprouts from and is strengthened by one’s 
exploratory experiences of trying things and solving problems as these experiences 
increase self-acceptance and self-worth (Savickas & Porfeli, 2012).  
According to the 4Cs model, adolescents need to explore their career with a 
concern about their vocational future, a sense of control over their own vocational 
behaviors and decisions, a curiosity to explore both self and career opportunities, and the 
confidence to engage in career planning and attain objectives (Savickas, 2005). Savickas’ 
four “C” measurement model has been used in measuring youth career adaptability. For 
example, Negru-Subtirica, Pop, & Crocetti (2015) used the Career Adapt-Ability Scale 
(CAAS) – International Form 2.0 to conduct a longitudinal study investigating how 
career adaptability and vocational identity (i.e., career exploration and career 
commitment) affected each other over time in adolescents. Findings revealed a 
longitudinal relationship between career adaptability and vocational identity. Career 
concern positively predicted in-breath vocational exploration and career commitments; 
career curiosity was positively associated with in-breath and in-depth exploration 
processes; confidence positively predicted commitment processes. In turn, vocational 
commitment making showed the strongest link to career adaptability, which positively 
predicted career concern, control, and confidence, while identification with current career 
commitment positively predicted career curiosity.  
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The model also has been used to measure the career adaptability of the Chinese 
population. For example, Guan and colleagues (2013) used the Chinese version of CAAS 
to test the role of career adaptability in predicting students’ job search process. Findings 
showed that career adaptability, especially career concern and career control, 
significantly predicted individual employment status and P-E fit, mediated by job search 
self-efficacy. Guan (2015) further explored career adaptability as being predicted by 
parental support and parental interference, which was mediated by individuals’ career 
exploration. Hou, Wu & Liu (2014) used CAAS to examine career adaptability as 
affected by proactive personality and the relationship was mediated by career decision-
making self-efficacy. Wang & Fu (2015) studied career adaptability as being enhanced 
by social support and they tested career self-efficacy played as a mediator in the 
relationship. Yuen & Yau (2015) also treated career adaptability as dependent variable, 
which was predicted by social connectedness and meaning in life. However, all of the 
existing Chinese studies, which used Savickas’ 4Cs model, solely investigated college 
students and overlooked the adolescent population (Guan et al., 2013; Guan et al., 2015; 
Hou et al., 2014; Wang & Fu, 2015; Ye, 2015; Yuen & Yau, 2015). 
Measurement proposed by the current study. 
The present study proposes to expand the existing measurement models and to 
make it applicable for current adolescents by emphasizing the following four 
psychological constructs: career search self -efficacy (i.e., self-exploration, career 
exploration, career planning, networking), goal capacity (i.e., goal-setting and goal 
pursuit), intrinsic motivation for attending school, and self-efficacy in performing 
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academic tasks (i.e., social tasks, class and test, peer interactions, information search. In 
line with the Savickas’ four “C” model, these dimensions are critical attitudes, beliefs, 
and competencies for high school aged youth to adapt to educational and vocational 
development tasks. Furthermore, these dimensions also serve as important resources and 
strategies for high school aged youth to cope with postsecondary transitions as they 
construct their educational and vocational paths. Table 2 shows how the proposed model 
relates to the other two measurement models. Career search self-efficacy — youths’ 
confidence of their capacities to perform self-exploration, career exploration, career 
planning, and networking — corresponds to three “C” of concern, confidence, and 
curiosity as well as corresponds to Creed’s career planning, self-exploration and career 
exploration. Goal capacity — youths’ capacities of setting and pursuing goals — 
corresponds to two “C” of concern and control as well as corresponds to Creed’s career 
planning and self-regulation. Academic self-efficacy — youths’ confidence of their 
capacities in performing academic communications, class and test, social activities, and 
information search — corresponds to two “C” of confidence and curiosity as well as 
corresponds to Creed’s self-exploration and career exploration. Academic motivation — 
youths’ intrinsic motivation to attend school — corresponds to two “C” of concern and 
curiosity as well as corresponds to career planning, self-exploration and career 
exploration. The present study identifies these four psychological constructs as key 
components of career adaptability, and as discussed above, it has been demonstrated in 
the research studies that youth who possess a higher degree of the four capacities are 
more adaptive to their educational and vocational future.   
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Table 2. 
The logic of how the four proposed components of career adaptability in the present 
model relates to Creed’s self-regulatory model and Savickas’ four “C” model of 
career adaptability 
Career Search Self-Efficacy 
Defined as youths’ confidence of their capacities to perform self-exploration, career 
exploration, career planning, and networking 
Savickas’ 
model 
• Concern – one’s concern about his or her vocational future, and it 
reflects an individual’s awareness of the importance of planning and 
preparing for the future 
• Confidence – one’s self-efficacy to execute a course of vocational 
actions, make vocational choices, achieve vocational objectives, and 
overcome barriers along the way  
• Curiosity – inquisitiveness about knowledge of the self and the world of 
work, as well as the fit between the two  
Creed’s 
model 
• Career planning – one’s involvement a future orientation and knowledge 
of what actions are required in order to pursue one’s goals 
• Self-exploration – one’s exploration of his or her interests, experiences 
and values, to better understand the self in the career world 
• Career exploration – one’s exploration in gathering information relevant 
to career development, such as labor market information 
Goal Capacity 
Defined as youths’ capacities of setting and pursuing goals 
Savickas’ 
model 
• Concern – one’s concern about his or her vocational future, and it 
reflects an individual’s awareness of the importance of planning and 
preparing for the future 
• Control – one’s control over his or her vocational future and it benefits 
people who are unable to use self-regulation strategies to adjust their 
vocational behaviors and make career decisions based on different 
contexts  
Creed’s 
model 
• Career planning – one’s involvement a future orientation and knowledge 
of what actions are required in order to pursue one’s goals 
• Self-regulation – one’s generalized capacity to regulate behaviors to 
achieve a desired future result 
Academic Self-Efficacy 
Defined as youths’ confidence of their capacities in performing academic social tasks, 
class and test, peer interaction, and information search 
Savickas’ 
model 
• Confidence – one’s self-efficacy to execute a course of vocational 
actions, make vocational choices, achieve vocational objectives, and 
overcome barriers along the way  
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• Curiosity – inquisitiveness about knowledge of the self and the world of 
work, as well as the fit between the two 
Creed’s 
model 
• Self-exploration – one’s exploration of his or her interests, experiences 
and values, to better understand the self in the career world 
• Career exploration – one’s exploration in gathering information relevant 
to career development, such as labor market information  
Motivation for Attending School 
Defined as youths’ intrinsic motivation to attend school, including enjoy school and 
recognize the meaning of school 
Savickas’ 
model 
• Concern – one’s concern about his or her vocational future, and it 
reflects an individual’s awareness of the importance of planning and 
preparing for the future 
• Curiosity – inquisitiveness about knowledge of the self and the world of 
work, as well as the fit between the two 
Creed’s 
model 
• Career planning – one’s involvement a future orientation and knowledge 
of what actions are required in order to pursue one’s goals 
•  Self-exploration – one’s exploration of his or her interests, experiences 
and values, to better understand the self in the career world 
• Career exploration – one’s exploration in gathering information relevant 
to career development, such as labor market information  
 
Contextual Factors and Career Adaptability 
Career adaptability is not an individual attribute, but, rather a malleable construct 
influenced by environmental factors (Lent & Brown, 2013; Savickas & Porfeli, 2012). 
The present study’s approach to career adaptability represents a shift from the more 
common focus on predominantly individual factors to assessing the individual’s 
perceptions of their access to social support and quality learning opportunities.   
Quality learning experiences. 
This shift in focus corrects an obvious oversight. Adolescents obtain educational 
and vocational information through learning experiences in multiple contextual settings, 
including schools, work-based learning settings, communities, and their families (Flum & 
Blustein, 2000; Kenny & Bledsoe, 2005). Quality learning experiences not only allow 
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adolescents to identify and confirm their internal attributes — values, interests, strengths, 
and skills — they also provide youth with knowledge of educational and career options 
and potential constraints on achieving their goals. Based on this knowledge of self and 
the labor market, youth are able to develop career planning and management skills that 
help them deal with the postsecondary transition to educational or vocational 
opportunities.  
The present study assessed adolescents’ quality learning experiences based on a 
national transition framework initiated by The National Collaborative for Workforce and 
Disability for Youth (NCWD). The Guidepost describes five areas of developmental 
activities that provide theoretical support for promoting youth transitions: a) school-based 
preparatory experiences; b) career preparation and work-based learning experiences; c) 
youth development and leadership; d) connecting activities; e) family involvement and 
support (NCWD-Youth, 2009). First, in order to be prepared for the workforce, all youth 
need a quality academic learning environment with clear standards, universal design, 
safety and supports, an evaluation system, and graduation standards. Second, youth need 
to be exposed to a range of career preparation and work-based learning opportunities so 
that they can make informed career assessments, explore postsecondary educational and 
vocational opportunities, and train to improve their job-seeking skills — both soft skills 
and specific occupational skills. Third, to learn and exercise leadership, all youth need 
mentoring activities with caring adults and peers, role models, trainings to develop self-
advocacy and conflict solution skills, as well as personal leadership and youth 
development activities. Fourth, youth need to learn about, and be connected with, a 
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variety of programs, services, activities, and supports — mental and physical health 
services, transportation, housing, tutoring, financial planning and management, and 
postsecondary programs — that will help them attain postsecondary goals. Finally, the 
NCWD model addressed the importance of all youth obtaining quality learning 
experiences and support from their parents and other caring adults who possess high 
expectations, remain involved, provide access to educational and vocational information, 
actively engage in youth’s transition planning, and facilitate access to professional and 
support networks (NCWD, 2009).   
Social connections. 
The second contextual factor investigated by the present study is youth’s 
perceived social connections. The three main sources of social connections for 
adolescents are schools, families, and friends (Blustein, Schultheiss, & Flum, 2004; 
Whiston & Keller, 2004); youth look to each of these social relationships for support and 
guidance when they make educational and vocational decisions. Multiple international 
studies — including research in Australia, Switzerland, China, Korea, and United States 
(Creed et al., 2009; Han & Rojewski, 2015; Hirschi, 2009; Kenny & Bledsoe, 2005; 
Yuen & Yau, 2015) — suggested the role of social connections (i.e., social 
connectedness, social support) as a predictor of career adaptability. For example, Creed 
and colleagues (2009) assessed the link between social support (family, friends, and 
significant others) and career adaptability (i.e., self-regulation, decision-making, career 
exploration, planning, self-exploration) among a sample of Australian college freshmen. 
They found that greater social support from significant others accounted for greater 
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career planning and self-exploration efforts. Hirschi (2009) investigated adolescents’ 
social context beliefs, referring to one’s perceived emotional, informational, and material 
support — from their parents, friends and relatives, teachers, and organizations — in a 
sample of German-speaking Swiss eighth-grade youth. The study presented evidence that 
supportive social context beliefs served as a significant predictor in youth career 
adaptability (i.e., career readiness, career planning, career exploration, confidence) as 
well as life satisfaction over the school year. Kenny and Bledsoe (2005) examined a 
sample of American ninth-grade youth and found that emotional support from family, 
teachers, and close friends significantly contributed to the four dimensions of career 
adaptability: identification with school, perceptions of educational barriers, career 
outcome expectations, and career planning. Han and Rojewski (2015) investigated an 
extensive sample of Korean high school graduates and revealed that youth’s perceptions 
of social supports (i.e., school support and family support) indirectly enhanced job 
satisfaction by enhancing career adaptability (i.e., career exploration and career 
planning). In the Chinese context, Yuen and Yau (2015) revealed an association between 
social connectedness and career adaptability among Chinese ninth-grade youth, 
especially between their career control and connectedness to school as well as between 
career curiosity and connectedness to school. 
Although these studies applied a variety of measurements to assess social 
connections (i.e., social connectedness, social support, social context beliefs) and career 
adaptability, they widely support the conclusion that social connection is a critical 
predictor of youth career adaptability across multiple cultures. The present study will 
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adopt social connections — which include family, school, and peer connections — as a 
predicting variable.  
Pathway to Positive Youth Development through Career Adaptability 
Existing research indicated that career adaptability relates directly to positive 
youth development (Close & Solberg, 2008; Hirschi, 2009), as demonstrated by 
improvement in specific areas such as academic success and life satisfaction, decreased 
physical and psychological distress. Additionally, existing literature has revealed that 
career adaptability serves as a mediating factor connecting contextual influences to youth 
development outcomes. For example, career adaptability has been demonstrated to 
mediate the relationship between one’s perceived social support and one’s career concern 
(Creed et al., 2009), as well as the relationship between parental support and career 
decision-making difficulty (Li, Hou, & Feng, 2013). Han and Rojewski (2015) indicated 
a pathway from one’s social support to their job satisfaction through career adaptability 
in Korean youth. These findings demonstrated that career adaptability, or some 
dimensions of career adaptability, may serve as an intermediate variable that influences 
contextual factors such as social supports and youth learning environment and, in turn, 
affect youth development outcomes.  
Previous empirical work was limited with regards to variables measuring youth 
development outcomes that are influenced by career adaptability. For example, youth’s 
experience of stress as a critical element that account for positive youth development has 
not received adequate attention in career adaptability literature. The present study 
included youth’s academic stress, social stress, and financial stress.  
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In addition, career decision-making often was treated as one dimension within the 
career adaptability construct in literature (Blustein 1997; Creed et al., 2009; Phillips 
1997; Savickas, 1997). The present study approached career decision-making as an 
indicator of positive youth development. A greater level decision-making difficulty 
means a lack of readiness for one to make career decisions, while a lower level of 
difficulty means an overall readiness to make career decisions. Testing decision-making 
readiness as an outcome variable is important as it acknowledges the cross-cultural 
differences in decision-making styles based on the individualism-collectivism dimension 
of a given society (Willner, Gati & Guan, 2015). Asian youth are more likely to adopt a 
dependent decision-making style than American youth, and this orientation suggests that 
they are more likely to consider the input of significant others (e.g., parents and close 
friends) when they make career decisions (Mau, 2004). Empirical evidence indicated that 
consulting others can effectively reduce Chinese adolescents’ decision-making 
difficulties and increase their decision-making readiness (Willner et al., 2015).  
Based on the theoretical frameworks and literature reviewed above, the present 
study conceptualizes career adaptability as a multidimensional capacity that combines 
high levels of CSSE (i.e., self-exploration, career exploration, career planning, 
networking), goal capacity (i.e., goal setting and goal pursuit), motivation for attending 
school (i.e., Enjoy school, intrinsic motivation), and academic self-efficacy (i.e., class 
and test, social, information searching). This proposed career adaptability model aligns 
with the four theories reviewed above: Savickas’ career construction theory — defined 
career adaptability as one’s constructing career concern, control, curiosity, and 
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confidence; Bandura’s social cognitive theory — defined career adaptability from the 
self-efficacy perspective; Deci and Ryan’s Self-determination theory — defined career 
adaptability from motivational perspective; and Baltes’ SOC theory — defined career 
adaptability from adaptive processes of goal selection, optimization and compensation. A 
more comprehensive account of the logic behind the model will be presented in the 
method measurement section, where subscales of each of four proposed career 
adaptability dimensions (i.e., CSSE, goal setting, motivation for attending school, and 
academic self-efficacy) will be described. 
Study Hypothesis 
The goal of the proposed study is to examine the relationships among career 
adaptability, contextual factors, and youth development outcomes. In order to attain this 
research goal, the study first will expand previous theories and studies of career 
adaptability. The expanded conceptualization of career adaptability draws from Savickas’ 
measurements (i.e., career concern, control, curiosity, confidence), Creed’s 
measurements (i.e., self-exploration, career exploration, career planning, decision-making 
and self-regulation) and two additional dimensions related to education (i.e., academic 
self-efficacy, and motivation for attending school). Therefore, the proposed study 
conceptualizes career adaptability as individuals’ perceived self-efficacy in performing 
career search activities, perceived capacities to set and pursue goals, perceived intrinsic 
motivations to attend school, and perceived self-efficacy in completing academic 
activities in school. We hypothesized that Chinese adolescents draw upon these 
dimensions to solve vocational tasks during transitional periods, thereby achieving 
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psychological and vocational success. Second, we looked at how student learning 
experiences generate impact on youth career adaptability and development outcomes. 
Furthermore, social connection was examined as another predictive contextual factor.  
Finally, with regard to outcome variables, this study extends previous research by 
incorporating youth stress management (i.e., reverse coded from stress level) and career 
decision-making readiness (i.e., reverse coded from career decision-making difficulty). 
These categories were derived from the American School Counseling Association’s 
national model that identified academic performance, social-emotional development, and 
career aspirations as three critical components of the college and career readiness and 
post-secondary success of high school students (American School Counselor Association, 
2012). Academic performance was not included as an outcome variable for two reasons: 
one is that we collected de-identified data but students’ academic grades would disclose 
their personal information if collected; 2) the grading system in China — the hundred-
mark system — is not normally distributed and it is severely skewed toward high scores. 
Four main hypotheses were tested:  
1) Career search self-efficacy, goal capacity, academic self-efficacy, and 
motivation for attending school can be represented by the second-order factor 
of career adaptability.  
2) Greater career adaptability is associated with both less stress (i.e., more stress 
management) and less career decision-making difficulty (i.e., career decision-
making readiness).  
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3) Higher perceived access to quality learning experiences and social 
connections is associated with less stress (i.e., more stress management) and 
less career decision-making difficulty (i.e., career decision-making 
readiness).  
4) Career adaptability mediates the relationship between contextual factors (i.e., 
quality learning experiences and social connections) and positive youth 
development (i.e., stress management and career decision-making readiness). 
5) Each of the four dimensions of career adaptability respectively plays as 
significant and distinct mediating role in the relationship between contextual 
factors (i.e., quality learning experiences and social connections) and and 
positive youth development (i.e., stress management and career decision-
making readiness). 
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CHAPTER THREE 
Method 
Participants 
Pilot study participants. 
The sample of pilot study consisted of 258 participants from one high school. We 
estimated the completion time of all the measures as 15 to 20 minutes. 271 participants 
initially completed the survey but 13 cases were removed due to the participants 
completed the survey within five minutes, indicating that they likely did not provide 
quality responses. Participants were enrolled in one high school in Hunan Province. The 
demographics of the pilot study participants are shown in Table 3. The sample was 
composed of 132 (51.2%) male students and 126 (48.8%) female students. 69% of the 
participants were grade 10 students; 31% were grade 11 students; there is no grade 12 
students participated in the pilot study. 
Table 3. 
Demographic Characteristics of the pilot sample (n=258) 
Participant Characteristics n Percentage 
Gender    
 Male 132 51.2 Female 126 48.8 
Grade    
 Grade 10 178 69.0 
 Grade 11 80 31.0 
 
Primary study participants. 
The sample of the primary study consisted of 1047 participants. 1215 participants 
initially completed the study, but 168 responses were removed due to the survey 
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completion time of the participants being lower than five minutes, which indicated that 
the participants likely did not provide quality responses to the eight surveys. The 
demographics of the 1047 participants are shown in Table 4. The sample was composed 
of 494 males (47.2%) and 553 females (52.8%). Participants ranged in grade 10 to grade 
12. There were 747 (71.3%) participants from grade 10 students, 193 (18.4%) 
participating students from grade 11 students, and 107 (10.2%) participants from grade 
12. More than half of the students participating in this study were from 10th and 11th 
grades due to the limited availabilities of higher-grade students whose time were mostly 
spent on preparing for college entrance exams. The 1047 participants were enrolled in 
four urban high schools in Jiangsu, an eastern-central coastal province of mainland China. 
It is one of the leading provinces with second-highest GDP of Chinese provinces. The 
four high schools are selected because they are interested and active in establishing 
evidence-based career intervention programs and career counseling services for their 
students. 34.9% of the participants were from School A, 34.8% from school B, 12.7% 
from School C, and 17.7% from School D. For both Pilot and primary data, there was 
very few missing data because a reminder feature was set up in the online data collection 
platform that would remind survey takers if there were observed missing items. For the 
few missing data, we input the missing data with replacement value that equal to the 
value prior to the missing value.  	  
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Table 4. 
Demographic Characteristics of the primary sample (n=1047) 
Participant Characteristics n Percentage 
Gender    
 Male 494 47.2 Female 553 52.8 
Grade    
 Grade 10 747 71.3 
 Grade 11 193 18.4 
 Grade 12 107 10.2 
School    
 School A 365 34.9 
 School B 364 34.8 
 School C 133 12.7 
 School D 185 17.7 
 
Data Collection Procedure 
The present study collected data in three phases: 1) scale translation and revision. 
2) pilot study; 3) primary data collection.  
Phase one: scale translation and revision. 
The scale translation and revision phase went through four steps. 
1. First-round translation: Two Chinese researchers conducted the translation 
from English to Mandarin. Questions and difficulties were recorded for 
further discussion; 
2. Back translation: two Chinese graduate student researchers then conducted a 
backward translation from Mandarin to English. Translation results were 
compared with original English version scale to identify differences; 
3. A consensus method was used to identify differences across versions by four 
researchers through discussion and negotiation on Skype, mainly focusing on 
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differences stemming from distinct language issues and cultural differences.  
4. Focus group: Two focus groups were implemented with Chinese high school 
students with eight students in each group. A facilitator led the students go 
through and discuss each translated item for of all eight scales to address the 
following feedback: students’ understanding level of the scale items, reasons 
leading to comprehension difficulties and confusions, and revision 
suggestions raised by students. The facilitator took notes of all feedback and 
comments. 
Phase two: pilot study. 
A pilot study was conducted with 10th and 11th grade students in one Chinese high 
school located in Hunan Province. Eight Measures were administrated to students 
through an online data collection system. All scales consist of 194 items, which took 
students approximately 20 to 30 minutes to complete at once. A school guidance 
counselor was trained to assist student during the survey filling process. The goal was to 
obtain data in order to test factorial validity and reliability of the Mandarin scales, so that 
the translated scales could be further revised and improved. During this process, obstacles 
regarding data collection were recorded for study improvement in the next phase. Based 
on the pilot study data, researchers in two countries worked together to identify the sub-
scales of each scale to further improve each measurement.  
Phase Three: Primary data collection 
After modifying all the Chinese version scales based on the pilot study results, the 
primary data collection was conducted followed by the pilot study. The items of modified 
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measurements were reduced to 159 items, which were administrated to a sample of 
students from four high schools. Participating students completed all the surveys through 
an online data collection system under the guidance of trained school guidance 
counselors. Students completed all measurements at once, which took them 
approximately 15 to 20 minutes. 
Measurements 
Participants completed a series of eight web-based measurements: 1) Quality 
Learning Experiences; 2) Social Connections; 3) Career Search Self- Efficacy (CSSE); 4) 
Goal-Setting; 5) Motivation to Attend School; 6) Academic Self-Efficacy; 7) Career 
Decision-Making Difficulties; 8) Stress. All scales were translated and adopted into the 
Chinese context. Table 5 shows the two versions of measurements for pilot study and 
primary study respectively. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of the initial English-version 
scales and corresponding subscales were reported in the Pilot Study Measurement 
column. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of the modified Chinese-version scales and 
corresponding subscales were reported in the Primary Study Measurement column. 
Table 5: Information of Eight measurements 
Scale Name Pilot Study Measurement 
Primary Study Measurement 
(after item selection and 
modification) 
Quality 
Learning 
Experiences 
(Solberg, 
Howard, 
Gresham, & 
Carter, 2012) 
45 items that addresses students’ 
involvement in, use of, and perceptions 
regarding their learning experiences 
through six subscales:  
1) School-based preparatory experiences 
(𝛼 = .84);  
2) Career preparation and work-based 
learning experiences (𝛼 = .82);  
3) Youth development and 
30 items were selected and 
regrouped into five subscales:  
1) Education and career 
exploration (𝛼 = .92) 
2) Extracurricular/ Youth 
leadership (𝛼 = .80) 
3) Connection activities (𝛼 = .81) 
4) Caring adults engagement and 
support (𝛼 = .87) 
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leadership (𝛼 = .78);  
4) Connecting activities (𝛼 = .80);  
5) Family involvement and supports 
(𝛼 = .87);  
6) Engagement in career activities 
(𝛼 = .90). 
5) Perceived importance of career 
activities (𝛼 = .92) 
Social 
Connections 
(Close & 
Solberg, 2008) 
18 items that measure one’s social 
connections through three subscales:  
1) Family connection (𝛼 = .89);  
2) Teacher connection (𝛼 = .91);  
3) Peer connection (𝛼 = .85) 
All the 18 items were kept, and the 
same three subscales were 
identified: 
1) Family connections (𝛼 = .90) 
2) Teacher connections (𝛼 = .90) 
3) Peer connections (𝛼 = .86) 
CSSE (Solberg, 
et al., 1994) 
34 items that measure a student’s belief 
that he or she is capable of successfully 
performing various career-search activities 
and finding and getting a job through 4 
subscales:  
1) Self Management (𝛼 = .96);  
2) Career Planning (𝛼 = .91);  
3) Career Awareness (𝛼 = .88);  
4) Interviewing (𝛼 = .87);  
5) Networking (𝛼 = .86) 
26 items were selected and 
regrouped into four subscales: 
1) Self-awareness (𝛼 = .90) 
2) Career preparation (𝛼 = .93) 
3) Career planning (𝛼 = .95) 
4) Networking (𝛼 = .90) 
Goal-setting 
(Howard, 
Ferriari, Nota, 
Solberg, & 
Soresi, 2009) 
19 items that measure the degree to which 
students: 
1) Set and pursuit goals (𝛼 = .95);  
2) Use of resources (𝛼 = .86);  
3) Challenges achieving one’s goals 
(𝛼 = .77) 
 
17 items were selected and 
regrouped into three subscales: 
1) Goal setting (𝛼 = .92) 
2) Goal pursuit (𝛼 = .90) 
3) Goal challenges (𝛼 = .85) 
Academic Self-
efficacy 
(Solberg, et al., 
1998) 
25 items that measure the degree of 
confidence in performing a variety of 
academic and school-related tasks:  
1) Social tasks (𝛼 = .93);  
2) Class (𝛼 = .88);  
3) Test taking (𝛼 = .86) 
20 items were selected and 
regrouped into four subscales: 
1) Social tasks (𝛼 = .91) 
2) Class and test (𝛼 = .87) 
3) Peer interaction (𝛼 = .92) 
4) Information search (𝛼 = .84) 
Motivation to 
Attend School 
(Close & 
Solberg, 2008) 
14 items that measure students’ reasons 
for attending school.  
1) Enjoy School (𝛼 = .52);  
2) Meaningfulness of school (𝛼 = .81) 
All the 14 items were kept and 
regrouped into three subscales: 
1) Enjoy school (𝛼 = .86) 
2) Recognize the meaning of 
school (𝛼 = .90) 
3) External motivation (𝛼 = .72) 
Stress (Solberg, 
Hale, Villarreal, 
& Kavanagh, 
1993) 
22 items that measure how often an 
individual has experienced stress during 
the latest past month in three aspects:  
1) Social stress (𝛼 = .86);  
2) Financial stress (𝛼 = .88); 
3) Academic stress (𝛼 =. 86);  
17 items were selected and the 
same three subscales were 
identified: 
1) Social stress (𝛼 = .89) 
2) Financial Stress (𝛼 = .93) 
3) Academic stress (𝛼 = .87) 
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Career 
Decision-
making 
Difficulties 
(Nota, Soresi, 
Solberg, & 
Ferrari, 2005) 
17 items that measure the degree of 
decision-making readiness through three 
subscales:  
1) Indecisive (𝛼 = .84) 
2) Undecided (𝛼 = .92);  
3) Lack information (𝛼 = .92);  
16 items were selected and the 
same three subscales were 
identified: 
1) Indecisive (𝛼 = .91) 
2) Undecided (𝛼 = .89) 
3) Lack of information (𝛼 = .90) 
 
Measures of Contextual Factors. 
Quality Learning Experiences Scale. The Quality Learning Experience scale 
(Solberg et al., 2012) is a 45-item instrument that is developed based on a national 
transition framework that describes five categories in supporting youth postsecondary 
transition (NCWD-Youth, 2005). The measurement originally consisted of six subscales: 
School-Based preparatory Experience, Career Preparation and Work-Based Learning, 
Youth Development and Leadership, Connecting Activities, Family Involvement and 
Support, Engagement in Other ILP. Example items included “I have a mentor (an adult at 
school, through school-related activities or activities outside of school)” “I participated in 
opportunities that helped me develop my leadership skills” and “The adults in my life 
(parents/guardians, mentors, etc.) are active part of my planning for my life after high 
school.” each statement is rated by a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree), 2 
(disagree), 3 (neither disagree nor agree), 4 (agree), 5 (strongly agree). Higher scores 
indicate greater perceived access to quality learning. Internal reliability of the original 
English version was high with Cronbach alphas of ranging from .78 to .90. Through the 
pilot study, 30 items were selected and grouped into five similar subscales — Education 
and Career Exploration, Extracurricular/ Youth Leadership, Connecting Activity, Caring 
Adults Engagement and Support, and Perceived Importance of Career Activities. Using 
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the primary data, internal consistencies for those subscales were all adequate with 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of .92, .80, .81, .87, .92, respectively. Internal consistency 
of composite total was high with Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .95. 
Social Connections Scale. The Social Connections Scale (Close & Solberg, 2008) 
is a 18-item scale that measures one’s connection to families, teachers and peers. Sample 
items include: “There is a teacher here I can talk to about a personal problem” “There is a 
friend here at school who help me a lot” and “There is a family member that I could talk 
to about important decisions in my life.” Items are rated on a five-point scale ranging 
from 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (neither disagree nor agree), 4 (agree), 5 
(strongly agree). Higher scores indicate higher degree a student feels connected to peers, 
teachers, and families. Internal reliability of the original English version was high with 
Cronbach alphas of ranging from .85 to .91. All the 18 items were selected through the 
pilot study, and same three subscales were identified — Family Connection, Teacher 
Connection, Peer Connection. Using the primary sample data, internal consistencies for 
the subscales were all adequate with Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of .90, .90, .86, 
respectively. The internal consistency total was high with Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 
.93.  
Measures of Career Adaptability. 
Career Search Self-Efficacy Scale. The Career Search Self-Efficacy Scale 
(Solberg et al., 1994) is a 34-item scale that measures a student’s belief of his or her 
capacities to successfully perform various career-search activities such as finding and 
getting a job. This scale includes Self Awareness, Career Planning, Career Awareness, 
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Interviewing, and Networking. Example items included “Think about what the job 
requires you to do and the quality of the work environment during a job interview” “Get 
help from an experienced career person to help make a career plan” “Identify and think 
about things you would value in your career” and “Search for jobs through the help of 
friends and people that you know.” Each statement is rated using a 5-point scale ranging 
from 1 (not confident at all), 2 (not too confident), 3 (neutral), 4 (somewhat confident) to 
5 (very confident). Higher score indicates greater belief in one’s ability to perform career 
related search tasks. Internal reliability of the original English version was high with 
Cronbach alphas of ranging from .86 to .96. Through the pilot study, 26 items were 
selected and four subscales were identified — Self-Exploration, Career Exploration, 
Career Planning, and Networking. Using the primary data sample, internal consistencies 
for these subscales were all adequate with Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of  .90, .93, .95, 
.90, respectively. The internal consistency of composite total was high with Cronbach’s 
alpha coefficient of .98.  
Goal Capacity Scale. The Goal-setting Scale (Howard, Ferriari, Nota, Solberg, & 
Soresi, 2009) is a 19-item instrument that measures the degree to which students select 
and establish goals, optimize their educational and occupational activities to reach the 
goals, and identify obstacles that may impede their goal pursuits (Solberg S. , Howard, 
Gresham, & Carter, 2012). The measure was developed based on Baltes’ SOC model 
(Baltes, 1996) and is comprised of three subscales: Goal Pursuits, Use of Resources, and 
Challenges. Example items included “I carefully plan out ways to successfully achieve 
my goals” “To reach my goals, I actively seek out support and guidance from others” and 
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“It is hard for me to get motivated to actively pursue my goals.” Items are rated on a five-
point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (neither disagree nor 
agree), 4 (agree), 5 (strongly agree). High scores of the Goal Pursuit and Use of 
Resources indicate that youth are more highly engaged in setting goals and seeking 
opportunities to develop skills needed to pursue them. Internal reliability of the original 
English version was high with Cronbach alphas of ranging from .77 to .95. Through pilot 
study, 17 items were selected and similar three subscales were identified — Goal Setting, 
Goal Pursuit, and Goal Challenges. Using the primary data sample, internal consistencies 
for these subscales were all adequate with Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of .92, .90, .85, 
respectively. The internal consistency of composite total was high with Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient of .90.  
Academic Self-Efficacy Scale. The Academic Self-efficacy Scale (Solberg et al., 
1998) is a 25-item instrument that measures the degree of confidence that one possesses 
in performing a variety of academic and school-related tasks, including Social, 
Classroom, and Test. Example items include “asking a question in class” “understanding 
what you read in your textbook” and “giving presentations or doing public speaking.” 
Each statement is rated using a 5-point scale ranging from ranging from 1 (not confident 
at all), 2 (not too confident), 3 (neutral), 4 (somewhat confident) to 5 (very confident). 
Higher scores indicate greater degree that an individual believes she or he can 
successfully perform a number of activities associated with being a student at school. 
Internal reliability of the original English version was high with Cronbach alphas of 
ranging from .86 to .93. The pilot study helped select 20 items and identify four subscales 
		
52 
— Social Tasks, Class and Test, Peer Interaction, and Information Search. Using the 
primary data sample, internal consistencies for these subscales were all adequate with 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of .91, .87, .92, .84, respectively. The internal consistency 
of composite total was high with Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .95. 
Motivation for Attending School Scale. The motivation for attending school scale 
(Close & Solberg, 2008) is a 14-item scale that assesses students’ reasons for attending 
school. Example item included “Because I really enjoy studying in school” “Because I 
have to, it’s required” and “Because I see the importance of learning.” Each statement is 
rated using a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (neither 
disagree nor agree), 4 (agree), 5 (strongly agree). Positive scores on this measure indicate 
a greater motivation to attend school because it is deemed enjoyable and meaningful. 
Internal consistency of the original English version was adequate for the subscale 
“Meaningfulness of School” with Cronbach alphas of .81. Internal consistency of the 
Enjoy School subscale was not adequate with a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .52. All 
the 14 items were kept through the pilot study and three subscales were identified — 
Enjoy School, Recognize the Meaning of School, and External motivation. Using the 
primary data sample, internal consistencies for these subscales were all adequate with 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of .86, .90, .72, respectively. The internal consistency of 
composite total was high with Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .84.  
Measures of Youth Development Outcomes 
Stress. The stress Scale (Solberg, Villarreal, & Kavanagh, 1993) is a 22-item scale 
that measures how often an individual has experienced stress during the latest past month. 
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The scale is comprised of three subscales: Academic, Social, and Financial. Example 
items include “I have difficulty taking tests” “I have difficulty making friends” and “I 
have difficulty due to my family experiencing money problems.” Each statement is rated 
using a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (never), 2 (rarely), 3(sometimes), 4 (very often), to 5 
(always). Higher scores indicate higher self-reported levels of stress. Internal consistency 
of the original English version items was high with Cronbach alphas ranging from .86 to 
.88 (Gillis & Sidivy, 2008). The pilot study selected 17 items and identified three 
subscales — Social Stress, Financial Stress, and Academic Stress. Using the primary data 
sample, internal consistencies for these subscales were all adequate with Cronbach’s 
alpha coefficients of .89, .93, .87, respectively. The internal consistency of composite 
total items was high with Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .93. This scale was reverse 
coded to reflect youth’s stress management. 
Career decision-making difficulty Scale. The career decision-making difficulty 
scale (Nota, Soresi, Solberg, & Ferrari, 2005) consists of 16 items that measure whether 
or not a student is engaged in making educational and vocational choices. The scale is 
comprised of three subscales: Indecisiveness, Undecidedness and the Lack of 
information. Example items include “I have many school options but do not know how I 
should do about comparing them to one another” “I still can’t think of what I will do as 
an adult” and “It isn’t clear to me what is really important for me.” Each statement is 
rated using a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (neither 
disagree nor agree), 4 (agree), 5 (strongly agree). Higher scores indicate more difficulties 
the student is experiencing in making a career related decision, such as feeling a lack of 
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information and resources, feeling less able to make a career decision, and feeling 
uncertain about career options. Internal reliability of the original English version was 
high with Cronbach alphas ranging from .84 to .92. 16 items were selected from the pilot 
study and three same subscales were identified — Indecisive, Undecided, and Lack of 
Information. Using the primary data sample, internal consistencies for these subscales 
were all adequate with Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of .91, .89, .90, respectively. The 
internal consistency of composite total was high with Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .96. 
This scale was reverse coded to reflect youth’s career decision-making readiness. 
Data Analytic Procedure 
Figure 3 shows the four steps of the data analytic procedure. As part of the scale 
translation process, focus group analysis established face validity of all the scales. Notes 
from the focus group were utilized to examine every scale item in order to attain better 
readability and clarification for high school aged youth. Second, the pilot study aimed to 
select and modify scale items through an exploratory factor analysis. The eight scales 
therefore were modified and new groups of factors were identified and renamed for each 
scale. Third, primary data analysis consisted of two steps: a) measurement model 
analysis, and b) structural equation model analysis. The measurement model analysis was 
conducted through first item-level confirmatory factor analysis of each of the eight 
scales, followed by a test of second-order model of career adaptability to examine 
whether the proposed four dimensions could be represented by a second-order factor. The 
structural equation model aimed to test mediation effects. All variables were included in 
one single model first to identify an overall mediation effect. In order to identify specific 
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mediation effects of each dimension of career adaptability, each dimension of career 
adaptability was examined as a specific mediator in the relationship between contextual 
influences (i.e., quality learning experiences, social connection) and positive youth 
development (i.e., stress management, career decision-making readiness).  
Figure 3. 
Data Analytic Process
 
 Pilot study exploratory factor analysis (EFA). 
Since there is no pre-determined factor structure of the eight scales using Chinese 
high school youth, the present study conducted EFA using the pilot data to determine the 
optimal number of factors that can account for the relationships amongst observed 
4. Primary Data Analysis – Structural Equation Model Analysis 
One single mediation model with career 
adaptability as one single mediator 
Test the mediating role of each of the 
four career adaptability dimension 
3. Primary Data Analysis – Measurement Model Analysis 
Item-level CFA of each scale Second order confirmatory model of career adaptability 
2. Pilot Study 
Exploratory Factor Analysis for item selection and modification 
1. Focus Group Analysis 
Establish face validity 
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variables. EFA was conducted using SPSS 20.0. We selected items with factor loadings 
greater than .40 (items with loadings smaller than .40 were excluded from the further 
analysis) as suggested by Thompson and Daniel (1996). Items with loadings greater than 
.32 across more than one factor were reviewed and rephrased or excluded for further 
analysis due to interpretational reasons (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  
Structural equation modeling analysis. 
Data will be analyzed in two stages: a measurement model analysis stage and a 
structural model analysis stage (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). All analysis in the present 
study will be carried out using STATA14.0 statistical program (STATA, 2015). 
Confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) were employed for the measurement model 
analysis, with the goal to provide an examination of the structural property of eight scales 
for a sample of Chinese high school youth. A CFA is based on founded theoretical 
frameworks or previously determined factor structure by Exploratory Factor analyses. 
Therefore, researchers often use CFA to test if the pre-determined factor structure 
adequately represents the data.  
In order to examine the way in which student learning experiences and social 
connections relate to youth development, and to what degree such associations are 
mediated by the intermediate career adaptability, we conducted a mediation analysis 
using structural equation modeling (SEM; STATA, 2015). SEM is generally superior to 
standard multiple regression because it estimates directional correlation effects using 
covariance structure analysis procedures while also accounting for measurement error 
associated with each measure (Bollen, 1989; Kline, 2011). Mediation analysis allows for 
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a simultaneous investigation of the direct associations between contextual factors and 
youth development outcomes, and importantly, how these associations are mediated by 
youth’s career adaptability.  
Measurement model analysis. In the measurement model analysis stage, we 
conducted two sets of CFAs. The first set of CFAs were item-level CFA on each scale to 
validate the latent constructs of each measurement — whether each item can load 
robustly on corresponding measurements (see Figures 6–13 below).  
The other CFA tested whether the proposed four dimensions can be represented 
by a second-order latent construct of career adaptability. This set of CFA analysis utilized 
total score of each subscale rather than the collective set of individual items. The 
approach of conducting CFA using the unit-weighted total scores reduces computational 
difficulty and facilitates interpretation (Gorsuch, 1983; Thompson, 1990). Specifically, 
the measurement model of second-order career adaptability was assessed using total 
scores of the 12 subscales that conceptualized as four dimensions: CSSE (i.e., self-
exploration, career exploration, career planning, networking), goal capacity (i.e., goal 
setting, goal pursuit), academic self-efficacy (i.e., social task, class and test, peer 
interaction, information search), and academic motivation (i.e., intrinsic motivation, 
enjoying school).  
The Chi-Square test statistic is frequently used to examine the exact fit of the 
factor structure(s) to the data. Often, due to difficulties related to sample size or data non-
normality (Martens, 2005), the Chi-Square test statistic is often rejected (χ2), thus, 
making it an ill-fitted test of fit. In this analysis, additional indices that are less sensitive 
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to sample size (e.g., Comparative Fit Index [CFI], Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation [RMSEA], and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual [SRMR]) were 
used to evaluate the factor structure of the scales (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Martens, 2005).  
We adopted the following goodness-of-fit indices suggested by scholars: chi-square (𝜒!), 
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA; <.08 acceptable, <.05 excellent; 
Browne & Cudeck, 1993), Tucker Lewis Index (TLI; >.90 acceptable, >.95 excellent; 
Tucker & Lewis, 1973), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI: >.90 acceptable, >.95 excellent; 
Bentler, 1990), and Standardized Root Mean Square (SRMR; <.08 acceptable, <.05 
excellent; Byrne, 1998; Hu & Benlter, 1999) 
Structural model analysis. We used structural equation modeling (SEM) instead 
of standard regression methods for mediation analysis (Gunzler, Chen, Wu & Zhang, 
2013). The goal was to assess the mediating role of career adaptability along the pathway 
from contextual influences to positive youth development using the corresponding 
confirmed constructs from the measurement model analysis. 
SEM is a superior tool in the context of mediation analysis for many reasons. First 
of all, SEM simplifies classic multi-step analysis, which eases interpretation and 
estimation of a mediation model with latent variables (Gunzler et al., 2013). Baron & 
Kenny (1986) addressed mediation analysis used a causal steps strategy that tests a linear 
regression of all direct relationships between predictors, mediators, and outcome 
variables. The causal steps strategy focuses on each hypothesized causal relation and 
requires significance tests of each link. Mediation effect occurs when: the predictor 
significantly predicts both the mediating variable (a path) and the outcome variable (c 
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path), the mediating variable also significantly predicts the outcome variable (b path), and 
the predictor variable either no longer predicts the outcome or the predicting association 
is lessened when the mediator variable is involved. However, the causal steps strategy, 
problematically, does not allow for a strong inference of a joint causal effect of the 
predictor variable on the outcome variable through the mediating variable. SEM 
addresses mediation analysis by testing indirect effects, conversely, can reveal the 
difference between total effect (path c) and the direct effect (path c’), which directly 
addresses the nature of mediation — how the predictor variable influences the outcome 
variable through the mediator (path ab) — possible.  
The second advantage of using SEM is that SEM considers a variety of data with 
greater sophistication (Gunzler, Chen, Wu & Zhang, 2013). It can solve more 
complicated mediation process that involves multiple independent variables, mediators 
and outcomes. In contrast, the causal steps strategy initially recommended Baron and 
Kenny by is limited by the difficultly of incorporating it in mediation models with 
multiple mediators (MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, & Sheets, 2002). Therefore, 
SEM yields higher level of statistical power without increasing the Type I error rate and 
which would also work for complicated multiple mediation models. 
The direct and indirect effects were estimated using the default maximum 
likelihood in SEM analysis. SEM is based on the multivariate normality assumption. 
Taking into account of possible non-normality, the present study used bootstrapping 
resampling approach to obtain standard errors and confidence intervals (Nevitt & 
Hancock, 2001). Bootstrapping, a nonparametric resampling procedure, repeatedly 
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resamples from a data set and estimates the indirect effect in each set of resampled data. 
By repeating this process thousands of times, this approach builds an empirical 
approximation of the sampling distribution of an indirect path and uses this to construct 
confidence intervals for the indirect effect (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). Bootstrapping is 
free from the unrealistic normality assumption and maintains better control over Type I 
error as the indirect approach decreases the likelihood of a researcher concluding that a 
mediation effect is present erroneously (Preacher & Hayes, 2004, 2008). Furthermore, 
bootstrapping is especially powerful in assessing and comparing indirect effects in a 
multiple mediator model. It combines many steps of testing separate simple mediation 
models into a test of one single model with multiple mediators. A single, simple-to-use 
bootstrapping procedure can provide both the total and the specific indirect effects. First, 
the total indirect effect can determine whether an overall mediation effect exists. In other 
words, it can directly answer whether the hypothesized mediating variables do mediate 
the effect of the predictor variable on the outcome variable. Second, we can also 
determine specific mediator effects with the presence of multiple mediators in the model, 
which allows researchers to compare relative magnitudes of the specific indirect effects 
that are associated with each of the mediators in a model. Third, including multiple 
mediators while testing one model reduces the likelihood of a parameter bias caused by 
omitted variables (Preacher & Hayes, 2008).  
Using the above analysis methods. The present study first tested a structural model 
(Figure 4) which consisted of two latent variables representing predictor contextual 
influences (i.e., quality learning experience and social connections), two latent variables 
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representing outcome youth positive development (i.e., stress management and decision-
making readiness), and four latent variables representing mediator career adaptability 
(i.e., CSSE, goal capacity, academic self-efficacy, and motivation). We used the same 
goodness-of-fit indices described in the CFA test to decide whether the proposed 
structural model accurately represented the data. 
In order to test the indirect effect, the present study used the STATA procedure to 
estimate standard errors and 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals for all direct and 
indirect estimates. Specifically, we obtained the bootstrapped standard errors and 
confidence intervals by using “vce (bootstrap)” option after “sem” commend. We added 
the rep options to request 1000 replications (MacKinnon, Lockwood, & Williams, 2004). 
After receiving the bootstrapped confidence intervals, we then used “estat teffects” to 
obtain normal-based bootstrapped confidence intervals around the indirect effect. 
Mediation occurs when the indirect effect is significant, the predictor is significantly 
associated with the outcome, the mediator is significantly associated with both the 
predictor and the outcome, and the 95% confidence intervals of the indirect effect via the 
mediator do not include zero.  
The second structural model analysis tested the mediating role of each mediator 
variable (Figure 5). CSSE, goal capacity, academic self-efficacy, and intrinsic motivation 
were treated as separate mediators in the relationship between contextual influences (i.e., 
quality learning experience and social connection) and positive youth development (i.e., 
stress management and decision-making readiness). Testing both of the two structural 
models used aggregate scores of eight measurements.   
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Figure 4. 
First model for structural analysis with factors 
 
Figure 5. 
Second model for structural analysis to explore the mediators’ roles 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
Results 
The objective of this quantitative research study was to examine whether the 
proposed four components (i.e., career search self-efficacy, goal setting, academic self-
efficacy, and academic motivation) could be represented by one construct underlying the 
overall career adaptability, and to what extent career adaptability mediates the 
associations between contextual factors (i.e., learning experiences and social connections) 
and youth development outcomes (i.e., stress/health management, decision-making 
difficulty). To revel these questions, this chapter presents tests of the study hypothesis 
and statistical analyses results. First, findings of the scale translation focus group were 
presented to show the way in which focus group results helped the translation team refine 
the Chinese version items. Second, pilot study EFA results showed the way in which 
Chinese version items were selected and regrouped into new subscales. Third, primary 
study CFAs and SEMs results were presented in two sections: 1) measurement model 
analysis findings; and 2) structural model analysis findings. 
Scale Translation focus Group Data analysis 
Validity was initially establish by asking two groups of high school students to 
review all the measurements and determine how the translated items should be modified 
in line with perceived purpose of the scale and measure the construct of interest with 
clear and meaningful language. Results indicated that translated Chinese items met 
appropriate understanding level for 10th to 12th graders. However, many suggestions for 
re-wording and modifying the items were made by focus groups, which were summarized 
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as the following five reasons.  
1. Grammar: English grammar and Chinese grammar differ in many aspects. This 
creates challenges for the researchers to translate scale items and make them easily 
understood by Chinese youth while keeping the original meanings. For example, 
many meanings in English are carried through auxiliaries and verb inflections (e.g., 
is/are/were; do/did/done). However, Chinese does not handle the concept of time 
through different tenses and verb forms. Moreover, Chinese conveys meanings 
through word order or the shared understanding of the context. This required 
researchers to adjust statements’ word order to keep the original meaning, which 
made it difficult to avoid misunderstanding to the students. 
2. Vagueness of language – lack of examples: some words are abstract or not familiar 
to Chinese high school youth. For example “I feel that most of my classes are/were 
taught in a safe environment OR I feel safe in most of my classes.” The focus 
groups were not sure whether the word “safe” meant psychologically safe or 
physically safe. For another example, “I have learned how to speak up for myself.” 
The translated Chinese words of “speak up” were vague to the focus group 
students. It was hard for Chinese students to comprehend without context. 
3. Educational system and policy: many of the English statements are based on 
American educational system and policy, which were not aligned with Chinese 
students’ concepts. For example,  “I feel that most of my classes are/were small 
enough for the teacher to know me or to help me if I needed it.” Chinese high 
school students are usually arranged in classes with fixed class size. Therefore, this 
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statement was then changed to “My classes are usually small enough for the 
teacher to know me or to help me if I needed it.” For another example, in the scale 
Academic Motivation “I have to, because it’s required.” The focus groups reported 
that the word “required” was not appropriate because high school education is not 
compulsory in China. Therefore, this item was revised as “I have to, because it’s 
expected”. 
4. Cultural and societal basis: many of the scale statements are justified in Western 
culture and social basis, but confuse Chinese students. For example, “I participated 
in activities outside of school (like church youth group, 4-H, or Boys and Girls 
Club).” These activities were not usable in Chinese context. In Chinese version, 
the activities in parentheses were replaced into “animation club, Douban offline 
events, or photography club” that Chinese high school youth actually participate in. 
For another instance, “I know about one-stop career centers or community 
employment centers where I can learn about and find jobs in my community.” 
One-stop career center or community employment center are not adaptable to 
Chinese youth, so it is replaced by a similar concepts — “career center and talent 
market”. 
5. Inadequate career intervention in Chinese high schools: many initial statements 
assess student experiences related to vocational intervention or programs 
especially Individualized Learning Plans (ILPs) in the U.S. context. Currently, the 
majority of the Chinese high schools have not implemented such program. The 
participating high schools have embedded some career relevant conversations in 
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weekly psychology classes and extracurricular activities, but have not established 
systematic career intervention program. Therefore, the words “individualized 
learning plan” was replaced by “career development activities in school (or any 
psychology class topics related to career development)”. 
Briefly, the focus group results provided information and evidence for researchers 
to modify and improve Chinese version scales for the pilot study. The pilot study scale 
versions kept the same number of items as the original English versions while 
accommodated feedback based on Chinese grammar, culture, societal basis, educational 
and policy system.   
Pilot Study Data Analysis 
Exploratory factor analyses were conducted. All items were analyzed using factor 
analysis with maximum likelihood extraction method and oblique rotation in order to 
establish construct validity (Costello & Osborne, 2005). Only items with loadings larger 
than .40 were considered. Items with loadings larger than .32 across more than one factor 
were reviewed for needed modifications. 
Factor Analysis of Quality Learning Experience Scale.  
A total of 30 items remained and five fixed factors were identified, which 
accounted for 33.72% of the total variance. The factor loadings of all items are presented 
in Table 6. The first factor consisted of 12 factor loadings ranging from .445 to .647, 
which consisted largely of content dealing with youth’s learning experiences related to 
educational and vocational exploration. Therefore, this factor was titled “Education and 
Career Exploration”. The second factor consisted of 4 loadings ranging from .450 to .603, 
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which addressed youth’s learning experience through extracurricular activities. 
Therefore, this factor was titled “Extracurricular Learning / Youth Leadership and 
Development”. The third factor consisted of 5 loadings ranging from .405 to.808, which 
were highly related to youth’s learning experience through engagement of their caring 
adults. Therefore, this factor was titled “Caring Adults Engagement and Support”. The 
fourth factor consisted of 5 loadings ranging from .431 to .701, which addressed youth’s 
experience through connection activities. Therefore, this factor was titled “Connecting 
Activities”. The fifth factor consisted of 4 loadings ranging from .495 to .808, which 
reflected the degree of importance of their career activities perceived by youth. Therefore, 
this factor was titled as “Perceived Importance of Career Activities”. As a result, 15 items 
with loadings smaller than .40 were removed from the Chinese version of Quality 
Learning Experience Scale. A 30-item Quality Learning Experiences Scale was finalized 
for the primary data collection. 	  
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Table 6. Factor loadings of the Student Learning Experience Scale 
 Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 
Q10. My ILP helps me to make decisions about which courses 
to take. .647 .047 -.025 -.190 .134 
Q15. As part of my ILP, I have explored options (tech school, 
college, work, etc.) for life after graduation as part of a class 
or school-activity. 
.635 .167 .007 -.015 -.073 
Q11. My ILP outlines my plans for what I plan to do after 
graduation.   .625 .014 .061 -.213 .140 
Q13. I took career assessments (paper/pencil or online) at 
school or through a school activity. .618 .047 .018 -.127 -.089 
Q16. As part of my ILP, I have explored options (tech school, 
college, work, etc.) for life after graduation as part of an 
activity outside of school. 
.595 .150 .005 .045 .024 
Q21.I participated in on-the-job training experiences through 
activities like internships or work-based learning.   .585 .059 -.174 .195 -.141 
Q20. I participated in a job-shadow or visited employers in the 
community to learn more about different types of jobs.   .555 .037 -.035 .194 -.150 
Q9. Through my ILP, I am/was informed or aware of the 
options for graduation requirements in my school. .538 .146 -.027 -.118 .059 
Q17. I have explored the educational requirements, career 
pathways, income, or the skills needed for different career 
options (like information technology or communications). 
.493 .060 .053 .095 -.085 
Q41. I have used part of my ILP (or parts of it) for purposes 
outside of school (like applying for a job, or for college). .487 -.217 .031 .221 .197 
Q12. I have support from an adult/adults who help(s) me plan 
for life after high school with my ILP.   .478 .047 .127 -.216 .113 
Q14. Assessments I took affected one or more of my 
decisions about things like which courses to take or my plans 
for after graduation. 
.445 -.035 -.075 -.089 .116 
Q22. I have a mentor (an adult at school, through school-
related activities, or activities outside of school). .396 .100 .187 .005 -.093 
Q2. I take/took classes that are part of Career and Technical 
Education (such as Family and Consumer Education, 
Business, Agriculture, etc.) 
.356 .170 -.015 -.081 -.022 
Q18. I have worked to improve my job-seeking skills or skills 
for working at a job. .349 -.001 .015 .175 .178 
Q43. I have shared my ILP (or parts of it) with my 
parents/guardians, mentors, etc. .329 -.071 .122 -.027 .263 
Q6. I feel that most of my classes are/were small enough for 
the teacher to know me or to help me if I needed it. .187 -.060 .094 -.011 .008 
Q26. I participate in extra-curricular school-related activities 
(like sports, band, community service, or school clubs). .101 .603 -.066 .067 .054 
Q4. I have the opportunity to show what I've learned though 
something other than a test (such as group work, 
demonstrations, portfolios, and presentations). 
.145 .520 -.043 -.011 .009 
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Q24. I am exposed to different types of role models through 
my school, school-related activities, or activities outside of 
school. 
-.014 .462 .012 -.051 .126 
Q27. I participate in activities outside of school (like Douban 
offline events, animation club, photography club, etc.). .217 .450 -.107 .134 -.004 
Q25. I have learned about or know how to speak up for 
myself. -.151 .388 .107 .244 .017 
Q28. I participated in opportunities that helped me develop 
my leadership skills. .106 .314 .022 .211 .072 
Q3. The instruction I received in school and after-school 
activities meets the needs of different learning styles and 
abilities (information is provided in multiple ways such as 
lectures, discussions, audiotapes, hands-on activities, etc.).    
.236 .308 -.035 -.032 .031 
Q23. I have a peer-mentor or have been a peer mentor to 
another student (at school, through school-related activities, 
or activities outside of school). 
.229 .305 .143 -.007 -.191 
Q5. I know how to get extra support in my school (such as 
tutoring or after-school homework help) for my classes. .074 .264 .087 -.055 .054 
Q7. I feel that most of my classes are/were taught in a safe 
environment OR I feel safe in most of my classes. .035 .190 .077 .026 .126 
Q1. I take/took challenging classes in school. .033 .165 .028 .082 .041 
Q8. I feel that most of my teachers are good at teaching their 
classes OR I feel that most of my teachers know how to teach 
what they're teaching. 
.031 .105 .024 -.059 .000 
Q37. The adults in my life (parents/guardians, mentors, etc.) 
are an active part of my planning for my life after high 
school.   
.049 .008 .808 -.016 -.105 
Q38. The adults in my life (parents/guardians, mentors, etc.) 
know how to access medical, peer, and professional networks 
for my life after high school.   
.131 -.015 .718 -.010 .022 
Q36. The adults in my life (parents/guardians, mentors, etc.) 
will be involved in my life and support me after I graduate 
from high school.   
.072 -.049 .634 .011 .092 
Q39. The adults in my life (parents/guardians, mentors, etc.) 
know how to access medical, peer, and professional networks 
for my life after high school.   
-.020 .042 .594 .055 -.025 
Q35. The adults in my life (parents/guardians, mentors, etc.) 
have high expectations for my life after high school (such as 
expecting me to succeed in what I do). 
-.248 .319 .405 .044 -.027 
Q32. I know how to find reliable information to make 
decisions about my finances. -.148 .034 .057 .701 -.003 
Q31. I could find my own apartment or house if I moved out 
of my family home (or where I live now). -.168 .129 -.055 .634 .045 
Q33. I know how to find programs offered by 2 or 4-year 
colleges or work training programs including how to apply or 
register for classes. 
.316 -.263 -.037 .610 .040 
Q30. I know how to get transportation (a car, or through 
public transportation like the bus or subway ) to get where I 
need to go. 
-.307 .254 .113 .471 .176 
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Q34. I know about one-stop career centers or community 
employment centers where I can learn about and find jobs in 
my community. 
.412 -.204 .144 .431 -.070 
Q19. I have learned or practiced work skills (or "soft skills" 
like providing good customer service or teamwork). .280 .252 -.095 .302 -.104 
Q29. I know how to access medical care for mental and 
physical health. .012 .083 .016 .207 .134 
Q45. My ILP accurately represents who I am (like my skills 
and experiences), or I feel that it will when I have completed 
it.   
-.017 .040 -.079 .103 .808 
Q44. Working on my ILP is a good use of my time. -.076 .046 .012 .044 .662 
Q42. I like working on my ILP.   .127 .103 -.040 -.048 .623 
Q40. I plan to use my ILP (or parts of it) for purposes outside 
of school (like applying for a job, or for college). .104 .065 .036 .049 .495 
 
Factor Analysis of Social Connection Scale.  
A total of three fixed factors were identified, which accounted for 42.04% of the 
total variance. The factor loadings of all items are presented in Table 7. The first factor 
consisted of 8 loadings ranging from .471 to .791, which consisted largely of content 
dealing with youth connection with family. Therefore, this factor was titled “Family 
Connection”. The second factor consisted of 6 loadings ranging from .541 to .798 that 
addressed youth connection with teachers. Therefore, this factor was titled “Teacher 
Connection”. The third factor consisted of 4 loadings ranging from .570 to .777 that 
addressed youth connection with peers. Therefore, this factor was titled as “Peer 
Connection”. No item was removed from the Chinese version Social Connection Scale. 
All the 18 items were kept for the primary data collection. 
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Table 7. Factor loadings of the Social Connection Scale 
 Factor 
1 2 3 
Q1. There is a family member that I could talk to about important decisions 
in my life. 
.791 .010 -.092 
Q4. I am very close with at least one other member of my family. .681 -.113 .136 
Q7. There are family members that I can count on in an emergency. .616 -.010 .045 
Q2. Members of my family recognize my abilities and skills. .583 .057 -.124 
Q3. There is no one in my family who shares my interests and concerns. .577 -.057 .054 
Q6. I can talk about school issues or concerns with a family member. .522 .153 -.040 
Q5. There is no one in my family with whom I feel comfortable talking 
about my problems. 
.521 -.048 .073 
Q18. I have close relatives that I can talk to about important decisions. .471 .154 .063 
Q9. There is a teacher here that I can go see to talk about school problems. .020 .798 -.070 
Q8. Teachers in school care about me. .025 .645 .022 
Q12. There is a teacher here I can talk to about a personal problem. .009 .606 -.045 
Q17. I have mentors that I can depend on (examples include coaches, 
advisors, etc.). 
.006 .599 .051 
Q11. Teachers here are interested in my success. .042 .567 -.033 
Q10. Teachers here respect me. -.089 .541 .142 
Q15. There is a friend that I can depend on for help. .007 -.031 .777 
Q14. There are friends that I could talk to about important decisions. -.045 .075 .732 
 Q13. I have friends here at school who help me a lot. -.018 .111 .677 
 Q16. I have no friends that I can depend on. .104 -.107 .570 
 
Factor Analysis of Career Search Self-efficacy (CSSE) Scale.  
A total of four fixed factors were identified, which accounted for 47.48% of the 
total variance. The factor loadings of all items are presented in Table 8. The first factor 
consisted of 10 loadings ranging from .470 to .788, which addressed a range of issues 
related to advanced preparation tasks regarding personal preparedness. Therefore, this 
factor was titled as “Career Exploration”. The second factor consisted of 10 loadings 
ranging from .401 to .630, which addressed a range of career planning tasks along the 
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career search process. Therefore, this factor was titled as “Career Planning”. The third 
factor consisted of 4 loadings ranging from .461 to .603, which addressed skills 
associated with acquiring assistance in job search from friends and other people. 
Therefore, this factor was titled as “Networking”. The fourth factor consisted of 3 
loadings ranging from .698 to .956 that assessed one’s awareness of his or her own 
characteristics as well as careers that would be best for him or herself. Therefore, this 
factor was titled “Self Exploration”. Seven items with loadings smaller than .40 were 
removed from the Chinese version CSSE Scale. Question 28 was removed due to the 
repetition of Question 30. Three items — Q2, Q3, Q18 with loadings greater than .32 
across two factors — were reviewed. Question 2 and 18 were further clarified and kept. 
Given that the fourth factor only contains three questions. An additional question was 
added to the “Self Awareness” factor — “Identify your personal values”. As a result, a 
26-item CSSE Scale was finalized for the primary data collection. 
Table 8. Factor loadings of the Career Search Self-efficacy Scale 
 Factor 
1 2 3 4 
Q22. Identify and examine your personal skills and abilities. .788 .013 .122 -.144 
Q31. Learn about different career or job opportunities before 
searching for a job. 
.750 .052 -.116 -.005 
Q25. Think about what the job requires you to do and the quality of 
the work environment during a job interview. 
.687 .233 -.150 -.036 
Q29. Plan and carry out your career goals. .654 .035 -.083 .143 
Q28. Identify your work skills. .583 -.269 .304 .164 
Q26. Prepare for an interview. .574 .000 .047 .067 
Q34. Understand how your skills can be effectively used in a 
variety of jobs. 
.552 .124 .066 -.009 
Q21. Achieve a satisfying career. .535 .112 .107 -.085 
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Q32. Deal effectively with personal challenges (for example, lack 
of confidence, ability). 
.524 -.082 .222 -.021 
Q33. Develop questions to ask companies about the job. .470 .246 .019 -.054 
Q30. Identify your work skills. .383 .358 -.188 .063 
Q9. Identify your personal values. .366 .263 -.196 .245 
Q19. Know where to find information about possible employers. -.024 .630 .103 -.164 
Q24. Know how to interact with your boss in order to better your 
career. 
.318 .600 -.007 -.175 
Q13. Develop a good plan for finding and getting a job. .034 .597 -.048 .165 
Q12. Combine knowledge of yourself (your beliefs, values) and 
career information to help you make a realistic and satisfying career 
plan 
.056 .580 -.031 .149 
Q15. Develop career decision and planning skills you can use 
across your lifetime 
.110 .547 -.042 .068 
Q2. Develop a good resume to be mailed to employers. -.137 .478 .370 .013 
Q3. Ask questions during a job interview to check how suitable the 
job is for you (for example, salary, working environment). 
-.058 .440 .418 -.055 
Q18. Contact companies to get a job interview. .013 .435 .360 -.011 
Q23. Find an employer that will provide you with the jobs you 
want 
.182 .407 .136 -.082 
Q17. Identify the resources you need to find the career of your 
choice. 
.152 .401 .070 .138 
Q4. Conduct an interview with potential employers to learn more 
about the job or career. 
-.135 .396 .346 .110 
Q10. Describe your skills and abilities to an employer. .055 .384 .346 .089 
Q20. Get help from an experienced career person to help make a 
career plan. 
.182 .362 .225 -.053 
Q14. Join clubs or activities outside of schools that are related to 
your career interests. 
.159 .291 .112 .075 
Q16. Dress in a way that will help you to be successful during a job 
interview. 
.213 .222 .084 .210 
Q8. Get a job through the help of friends and people that you know. -.094 .075 .603 -.009 
Q1. Meet new people who are currently in careers that interest you. .101 .005 .593 .064 
Q11. Search for jobs through the help of friends and people that 
you know. 
.011 .057 .588 -.022 
Q27. Select helpful people at the workplace with whom to get to 
know. 
.336 -.151 .461 .119 
Q6. Identify and think about things you would value in your career. -.032 -.052 -.009 .952 
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Q7. Clarify what you value most in a career. -.012 .080 .044 .742 
Q5. Identify and think about your career preferences. .036 -.039 .070 .698 
 
Factor Analysis of Goal Capacity Scale.  
A total of three fixed factors were identified, which accounted for 36.96% of the 
total variance. The factor loadings of all items are presented in Table 9. The first factor 
consisted of 8 loadings ranging from .409 to .784, which addressed youth strategies of 
setting goals. Therefore, this factor was titled as “Goal Setting”. The second factor 
consisted of 5 loadings ranging from .462 to .802, which consisted of content largely 
address youth strategies of actively pursing goals as to increase their chance to reach the 
goals they set. Therefore, this factor was titled “Goal Pursuit”. The third factor consisted 
of 4 loadings ranging from .565 to .652, which addressed a range of difficulties that youth 
face or anticipate facing in their goal striving efforts. Therefore, this factor was titled as 
“Goal Challenges”.  Two items — Q6 and Q 17 with loadings smaller than .40  — were 
removed from the Chinese version Goal Capacity Scale. As a result, a 17-item Goal 
Capacity Scale was finalized for the primary data collection. 
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Table 9. Factor loadings of the Goal Capacity Scale 
 Factor 
1 2 3 
Q5. I like to create a step-by-step plan to achieve my goals. .784 -.250 -.042 
Q7. I carefully plan out ways to successfully achieve my goals. .662 .026 -.109 
Q4. I set timelines to meet my short-term goals. .594 .035 -.004 
Q2. I like to identify short-term goals (next 3 to 6 months) that will help me 
achieve my long-term goals (next 5 to 10 years). 
.548 .167 -.082 
Q1. I generally like to have at least three long-term goals (next 5 to 10 years) 
for my future. 
.493 .173 -.114 
Q3. I rank my goals in terms of importance. .482 .140 -.002 
Q19. My school provides me with support in planning for my life after high 
school (for example in my life, school, career). 
.461 .002 .177 
Q18. My family plays an important role in helping me plan for my life after 
high school (for example in my life, school, career). 
.409 .045 .207 
Q17. I have a number of plans for after high school to fall back on if the one 
I prefer doesn’t work out (for example in my life, school, career). 
.383 .046 .178 
Q6. I consider the importance of my goals by thinking about positives (Pros) 
and negatives (Cons). 
.381 .140 -.016 
Q11. To reach my goals, I actively seek out support and guidance from 
others. 
-.093 .802 .049 
Q10. I seek out other learning/training opportunities to increase my skills. -.054 .686 -.063 
Q9. I am focusing on what I need to do to be successful in school. .208 .515 .050 
Q12. I try and get the most I can from every learning opportunity. .130 .491 .099 
Q8. I am doing things now that will help me prepare for my next educational 
/career opportunity. 
.161 .462 -.123 
Q14. I am not sure whether I will have the resources needed to achieve my 
goals. 
-.038 .149 .652 
Q15. I have trouble deciding what exactly I want to do (for example in my 
life, school, career). 
.055 -.151 .614 
Q13. I am worried about the future and whether I will be able to achieve my 
goals. 
-.033 .132 .580 
Q16. It is hard for me to get motivated to actively pursue my goals. .111 -.144 .565 
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Factor Analysis of Motivation for Attending School.  
A total of three fixed factors were identified, which accounted for 44.03% of the 
total variance. The factor loadings of all items are presented in Table 10. The first factor 
consisted of 5 loadings ranging from .554 to .808, which addressed the degree of which 
youth enjoy attending school that they perceive school as fun and involving many 
interesting things. Therefore this factor was titled as “Enjoy School”. The second factor 
consisted of 4 loadings ranging from .363 to .911, which reflected youth’s internal 
motivation that their motivation to attend school is based on personal and familial 
perceptions of school significance. Therefore, this factor was titled “Recognize the 
Meaning of School”. The third factor consists 5 loadings ranging from .318 to .749, 
which assessed youth’s academic motivation as to avoid an aversive consequence. 
Therefore, this factor was titled “External Motivation”. All the 14 items were kept in the 
Chinese version Motivation for Attending School Scale.  
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Table 10. Factor loadings of the Motivation for Attending School Scale 
 Factor 
1 2 3 
Q6. Because it's fun .808 -.067 -.157 
Q1. Because I really enjoy studying in school. .787 -.043 -.079 
Q2. Because, if I didn't, I will feel very bad. .571 -.048 .166 
Q11. Because there are a lot of interesting things to do in the school. .561 .027 .104 
Q14. I wouldn't be here if I really had a choice about it. -.554 -.140 .090 
Q12. Because I see the importance of learning. -.005 .911 -.176 
Q13. Because, to me, education is important. -.057 .832 -.074 
Q4. Because education is important to achieve my goals. .003 .565 .145 
Q9. Because school subjects (math, science, etc.) are important to me .302 .363 .098 
Q7. Because I have to; it's expected. -.062 -.050 .749 
Q8. Because I don't want to let others down. .047 .185 .673 
Q5. So important people in my life won't be disappointed in me. .111 .080 .542 
Q3. So I can make lots and lots of money in the future. .011 -.162 .428 
Q10. Because if I don't, I'll get punished. -.150 -.050 .318 
 
Factor Analysis of Academic Self-efficacy.  
A total of four fixed factors were identified, which accounted for 48.11% of the 
total variance. The factor loadings of all items are presented in Table 11. The first factor 
consisted of 7 loadings ranging from .449 to .731, which addressed youth’s social skills 
related to academic tasks. Therefore, this factor was titled as “Social Tasks”. The second 
factor consists of 5 loadings ranging from .418 to .707, which addressed youth’s 
confidence of their abilities related to class and test performance. Therefore, this factor 
was titled as “Class and Test”. The third factor consisted of 5 loadings ranging from .458 
to .847, which assessed youth’s confidence of their abilities to interact with peers in 
academic setting. Therefore, this factor was titled as “Peer Interaction”. The fourth factor 
consisted of 3 loading ranging from .668 to .811, which assessed youth’s confidence 
related to information search tasks. Therefore, this factor was titled “Information Search”. 
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Five items — Q4, Q5, Q8, Q21, Q23, with loadings smaller than .40 were removed form 
the Chinese version Academic Self-Efficacy Scale. Two items — Q7 and Q 10 with 
loadings larger then .32 across two factors were reviewed and further clarified. As a 
result, a 20-item Academic Self-Efficacy Scale was finalized for the primary data 
collection. 
Table 11. Factor loadings of the Academic Self-Efficacy Scale 
 Factor 
1 2 3 4 
Q6. Asking a question in class. .731 -.020 -.015 -.072 
Q22. Asking a teacher for help outside of a lesson. .686 .175 -.047 -.006 
Q2. Talking to teachers about homework. .637 .107 .109 -.160 
Q25. Talking with school visitors and showing them around school. .595 -.345 .152 .208 
Q24. Giving presentations or doing public speaking. .590 -.107 -.099 .224 
Q7. Contribute actively to extra-curricular activities. .517 -.133 .335 .065 
Q20. Relaxing during a test so that I am not feeling too nervous. .499 .135 -.011 -.013 
Q8. Correctly working out math problems. .378 .317 -.061 -.017 
Q23. Managing time/balancing activities and academic/school 
workload. 
.351 .333 -.149 .048 
Q5. Understanding what you read in your textbooks. .332 .224 -.049 .224 
Q4. Writing an essay for language class. .269 .072 .132 .117 
Q18. Keeping up with lessons in class. .103 .707 .026 .074 
Q19. Preparing for a test. .228 .675 .026 -.026 
Q9. Handing in your assignments on time. -.233 .561 .202 .059 
Q13. Doing well on your tests. .340 .503 -.110 -.071 
Q3. Taking good notes in class. -.099 .418 .138 .107 
Q12. Getting along with classmates. -.151 .093 .847 -.014 
Q11. Working on a group class project. .146 .013 .764 .003 
Q1. Making new friends at school. .326 -.084 .587 -.093 
Q17. Participating in class discussions. .150 .156 .538 .109 
Q10. Going to class every day. -.257 .386 .458 .069 
Q21. Studying with others in preparation for a test. .294 .282 .343 -.158 
Q14. Using a computer to complete projects. .056 -.041 -.008 .811 
Q16. Using a computer to search the Web. -.123 .131 .148 .690 
Q15. Searching for information/materials in the library. .132 .153 -.135 .668 
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Factor Analysis of Stress Scale.  
A total of four fixed factors were identified, which accounted for 46.49% of the 
total variance. The factor loadings of all items are presented in Table 12. The first factor 
consisted of 6 loading ranging from .47 to .95, which assessed youth’s stress related to 
financial costs. Therefore, this factor was titled “Financial Stress”. The second factor 
consisted of 7 loadings ranging from .399 to .840, which addressed a range of difficulties 
related to social activities. Therefore, this factor was titled as “Social Stress”. The third 
factor consisted of 4 loadings ranging from .440 to .718, which addressed school related 
stress. Therefore, the factor was titled as “Academic Stress”. Five items — Q 4, Q8, Q12, 
Q13, Q19 with loadings smaller than .40 — were removed from the Chinese version 
Stress Scale. Two items — Question 10 & 3 with loadings greater than .32 across two 
factors — were reviewed and classified. As a result, a 17-item Stress Scale was finalized 
for the primary data collection. 
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Table 12. Factor loadings of the Stress Scale 
 Factor 
1 2 3 
Q16. I have difficulty paying for food. .950 -.017 -.102 
Q15. I have money difficulties due to owing money. .941 -.042 -.101 
Q18. I have difficulty due to my family experiencing money problems. .807 -.052 .069 
Q17. I have difficulty in paying for things when going out with friends. .794 .002 .050 
Q14. I have difficulty paying for textbooks and workbooks. .538 .355 -.095 
Q22. I have difficulty from class mates who make fun of me .470 -.077 .412 
Q9. I have difficulty handling relationships with other people. .034 .840 -.103 
Q2. I have difficulty making friends. -.081 .817 -.112 
Q7. I have difficulty getting along with neighbors. .168 .603 -.103 
Q11. I have difficulty with classmates treating me differently than they 
treat each other. 
-.138 .447 .215 
Q1. I have difficulty managing both home and school responsibilities 
(housework and school work). 
.033 .447 .055 
Q10. I have difficulty handling school work. -.038 .408 .380 
Q3. I have difficulty taking tests. -.174 .399 .377 
Q8. I have difficulty understanding how to use the school library. .162 .391 .123 
Q13. I have difficulty learning how to use computers. .312 .367 -.076 
Q21. I have difficulty from teachers .174 -.161 .718 
Q5. I have a fear of failing to meet family expectations. -.198 -.073 .715 
Q20. I have difficulty because my parents force me to get a grade that 
they want 
.107 -.105 .619 
Q6. I have difficulty asking questions in class. -.105 .165 .440 
Q4. I have difficulty talking with teachers about homework or 
assignments. 
-.021 .286 .372 
Q19. I have difficulty getting my homework done on time. .228 .252 .369 
Q12. I have difficulty writing essays for classes. .144 .268 .301 
 
Factor Analysis of Decision-Making Difficulty Scale.  
A total of three fixed factors were identified, which accounted for 46.67% of the 
total variance. The factor loadings of all item are presented in Table 13. The first factor 
consisted of 8 loading ranging from .39 to .76, which assessed youth’s mindset of being 
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indecisive and a lack of readiness to make educational or vocational decisions. Therefore, 
this factor was titled “Indecisive”. The second factor consisted of 3 loadings ranging from 
.612 to .916, which addressed youth’s being unable to make decisions regarding their 
educational and vocational future. Therefore, this factor was titled as “Undecided”. The 
third factor consisted of 3 loadings ranging from .380 to .864, which addressed youth’s 
perceived need of information in order to make decisions about their postsecondary 
futures. Therefore, this factor was titled “Lack of Information”. Three items — Q3, Q4, 
and Q17 with loading smaller than .40 — were removed from the Chinese version of 
Decision-Making Difficulty Scale. Two items — Q6 and Q16 with loadings greater than 
.32 across two factors — were rephrased, and Q6 was classified into the factor Lack of 
Information. Given that both of the factor Undecided and Lack of Information only 
contained three factors respectively, two additional item were created for each of the two 
factors, as “I find it difficult form me to decide which college/university I want to go 
after graduating from high school. ” for the factor Undecided;  and “I don’t know where 
to obtain information about colleges/universities and different majors.” for the factor 
Lack of Information. As a result, a 16-item scale was finalized for the primary data 
collection. 
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Table 13 factor loadings of the Decision-Making Difficulty Scale 
 Factor 
1 2 3 
Q12. The schools I can attend and the jobs I can do when I finish high school 
are so many that it is difficult for me to decide and choose. 
.764 -.223 .176 
Q11. I always decide in a hurry and this is why I often make mistakes. .753 -.178 -.121 
Q14. It is impossible for me to choose what I want after I leave school 
because I know very little about colleges/universities/technical schools and 
possible occupations. 
.579 .174 -.097 
Q9. I find it difficult to choose what to do when I finish high school because 
there are too many things that interest me. 
.541 -.002 .186 
Q13. It isn't clear to me what is really important for me. .513 .313 -.035 
Q16. I find it difficult to choose because I don't know much about what is 
studied in the different schools that I can attend when I finish high school.   
.457 .445 -.094 
Q10. I already know that it will be impossible for me to do what I really 
want to do. 
.427 .153 .052 
Q15. Although I have thought about it for a long time, I still don't have a 
clear idea of what I want to do. 
.394 .270 .037 
Q3. It is useless to think about a future job for myself. One way or another I 
will certainly find something to do.   
.390 .054 -.022 
Q17. Even though I know I should be committed to achieve what I want in 
my studies and career, I am not willing to do so. 
.346 .341 .048 
Q4. I don't know if I will want to continue studying when I finish high 
school. 
.236 .095 .043 
Q1. I still can't think of what I will do as an adult. -.074 .916 -.115 
Q2. It is very difficult for me to decide on a future job for myself. -.029 .874 -.063 
Q5. I find it difficult to see clearly what I like and what interests me. This is 
why I can't decide yet.   
.021 .612 .125 
Q6. I don't quite know who to talk with to get clear ideas on a school to 
attend after I finish high school. 
-.220 .597 .380 
Q7. I have many school options but do not know how I should go about 
comparing them to one another. 
-.032 -.058 .864 
Q8. I don't know what important things I should look for when I have to 
decide on which school is most suitable for me. 
.276 .130 .452 
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Primary Study Data Analysis 
Descriptive Statistics. 
Table 14 and Table 15 present the means and standard deviations of all observed 
variables as well as the correlations among them. We reverse coded the Stress scale as the 
degree of youth’s stress management skills, as well as reverse coded the Decision-
Making Difficulty scale to reflect the degree of youth’s career decision-making readiness. 
All measures were significantly correlated with each other. 
Table 14. 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Internal Consistency Coefficients for Eight 
Chinese Scales 
 
No. of 
Items 
M SD Cronbach’s α 
1. Quality Learning Experience 30    
Education and career exploration 11 3.55 .81 .92 
Extracurricular/Youth leadership 4 3.88 .80 .80 
Connecting activity 5 3.77 .78 .81 
Caring adults engagement and support 5 3.98 .75 .87 
Perceived importance of career activity 5 3.83 .84 .92 
2. Social Connection 18    
Family connection 8 4.15 .72 .90 
Teacher connection 6 3.88 .80 .90 
Peer connection 4 4.17 .75 .86 
3. Career Search Self-Efficacy 26    
Self-awareness efficacy 4 4.24 .71 .90 
Career preparation efficacy 8 3.98 .73 .93 
Career planning efficacy 10 3.90 .77 .95 
Networking efficacy 4 4.03 .77 .90 
4. Goal Capacity 17    
Goal setting 8 3.77 .82 .92 
Goal pursuit 5 3.94 .72 .90 
Goal challenges 4 3.11 1.04 .85 
5. Academic Self-Efficacy 20    
Social tasks efficacy 6 3.78 .79 .91 
Class and test efficacy 6 4.07 .68 .87 
Peer interaction efficacy 5 4.36 .67 .92 
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Information search efficacy 3 4.25 .77 .84 
6. Motivation to Attend School 14    
Enjoy School 5 3.69 .85 .86 
Recognize the meaning of school 4 4.16 .74 .90 
7. Stress Management  17    
Social stress (R) 5 3.83 .78 .89 
Financial stress (R) 6 4.38 .76 .93 
Academic stress (R) 6 3.69 .86 .87 
8. Decision-Making Readiness 16    
Indecisive (R) 8 3.41 .89 .91 
Undecided (R) 4 3.36 1.02 .89 
Lack of Information (R) 4 3.48 .98 .90 
M = mean, SD = standard deviation 
 
Table 15. 
Bivariate correlations among All Measures 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. QLE --        
2. SC .629** --       
3. CSSE .593** .581** --      
4. Goal .646** .611** .721** --     
5. ASE .498** .577** .710** .639** --    
6. Motivation .488** .562** .549** .621** .631** --   
7. Stress (R) .170** .262** .238** .242** .305** .273** --  
8. DMR (R) .261** .300** .408** .367** .342** .308** .341** -- 
*p < .05, **p <.01 
M = mean, SD = standard deviation, QLE = Quality Learning Experience, SC = Social 
Connections CSSE = Career Search Self-Efficacy, ASE = Academic Self-Efficacy, Stress 
(R) = Stress Management, reverse coded from Stress, DMR (R) = Decision-Making 
Readiness, reversed coded from Decision-Making Difficulty. 
 
CFA Measurement Model Statistics. 
Item-level CFA for eight scales. CFAs were conducted to assess the factor 
structure of all the eight variables, using STATA 14.0. Table 16 presents the goodness of 
fit indices for the all eight scales. 	  
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Table 16. 
Goodness-of-fit indices for all eight scales 
Scale χ2 (df) RMSEA CFI SRMR conclusion 
Quality Learning Experience 1577.701 
(312) 0.062 0.931 0.046 
fair 
estimation 
Social Connection 933.949 
(131) 0.077 0.933 0.049 
fair 
estimation 
Career Search Self-Efficacy 2307.159 
(290) 0.082 0.920 0.042 
fair 
estimation 
Goal Capacity 904.039 
(114) 0.090 0.902 0.045 
mediocre 
estimation 
Academic Self-Efficacy 
1424.818 
(160) 0.087 0.922 0.065 
mediocre 
estimation 
Motivation for Attending 
School 371.143 (50) 0.078 0.955 0.055 excellent estimation 
Stress 
1223.086 
(114) 0.097 0.915 0.064 
mediocre 
estimation 
Decision-Making Difficulty 729.142 (98) 0.079 0.953 0.034 excellent estimation 
 
First, a confirmatory factor analysis was employed to assess the 5-factor structure 
of the Quality Learning Experience scale (Fig. 6). The result indicated that the 5-factor 
structure provided a fair estimation of the factor structure presented in the data. All 
factors were allowed to correlate. The χ2 = 1577.701 (df = 312; p = 0.000) was 
significant. Yet, the RMSEA (0.062; 90% CI = 0.059 — 0.066), CFI (0.931), and SRMR 
(0.046) indicated that the factor structure provided a fair estimation. The initial model 
showed that the loadings for the item 11,12, and 16 were .58, .59, and .55. The three 
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items were therefore removed from the model. Through model modification, we allowed 
the errors of item 7 and item 8 to correlate as well as the errors of item 29 and item 30 to 
correlate. Conceptually, therefore there existed unobserved variables that accounted for 
the relationship between item 7 and item 8, as well as the relationship between item 11 
and item 12. The item 7 “As part of my career development activities, I have explored 
options (tech school, college, work, etc.) for life after graduation as part of a class or 
school-activity” and item 8 “As part of my career development activities, I have explored 
options (tech school, college, work, etc.) for life after graduation as part of an activity 
outside of school” were phrased in a very similar way as well as aimed to capture youth 
experience in terms of education and career exploration. Additionally, item 29 “Working 
on my career development activities is a good use of my time.” and item 30 “My career 
development activities accurately help me represent who I am (like my skills and 
experiences)” captured very similar concept — youth value career development activities 
as an worthy approach to improve themselves. 
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Figure 6. 
Standardized CFA results of Quality Learning Experience Scale with 5 factors 
 
A confirmatory factor analysis was employed to assess the 3-factor structure of the 
Social Connection Scale (Fig. 7). The result indicated that the 3-factor structure provided 
a fair estimation of the factor structure presented in the data. All factors were allowed to 
correlate. The χ2 = 933.949 (df = 131; p = 0.000) was significant. Yet, the RMSEA 
(0.077; 90% CI = 0.071 – 0.081), CFI (0.933), and SRMR (0.049) indicated that the 
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factor structure provided a fair estimation. Through model modification, the errors of 
item 13 and item 14 were allowed to correlate. Conceptually, there existed unobserved 
variables that accounted for the relationship between item 13 and item 14. The item 13 
“There is a teacher here I can talk to about a personal problem” and Item 14 “I have 
mentors that I can depend on (examples include coaches, advisors, etc.)” measured very 
similar concept, which is the availability of teacher support when they came across 
difficulties or personal problems. 
Figure 7. 
Standardized CFA results of Social Connection Scale with 3 factors 
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A confirmatory factor analysis was employed to assess the 4-factor structure of the 
Career Search Self-Efficacy (Fig. 8). The result indicated that the 4-factor structure 
provided a fair estimation of the factor structure presented in the data. All factors were 
allowed to correlate. The χ2 = 2307.159 (df = 290; p = 0.000) was significant. Yet, the 
RMSEA (0.082; 90% CI = 0.079 – 0.085), CFI (0.920), and SRMR (0.042) indicated that 
the factor structure provided a fair estimation. Through model modification, the errors of 
item 15 and item 16 were allowed to correlate, and the errors of item 20 and item 21 were 
allowed to correlate, as well as the errors of item 22 and item 23. Conceptually, there 
existed unobserved variables that accounted for the relationship between item 15 and 
item 16, item 20 and item 21, as well as item 22 and item 23. The item 15 “Know where 
to find information about possible employers” and item 16 “Know how to interact with 
your boss in order to better your career” both captured youth’s confidence to interact with 
potential employers. Item 20 “Develop a good resume for employers” and item 21 
“Contact companies to get a job interview” both assessed youth’s confidence regarding 
presenting themselves to potential employers. Finally, item 22 “Find an employer that 
will provide you with the jobs you want” and item 23 “Identify the resources you need to 
find the career of your choice” assessed youth’s confidence of locating resourcing for 
future jobs. 
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Figure 8. 
Standardized CFA results of Career Search Self-Efficacy Scale with 4 factors 
A confirmatory factor analysis was employed to assess the 3-factor structure of the 
Goal Capacity Scale (Figure 9). The result indicated that the 3-factor structure provided a 
fair estimation of the factor structure presented in the data. All factors were allowed to 
correlate. The χ2 = 904.039 (df = 114; p = 0.000) was significant. Yet, the RMSEA 
(0.090; 90% CI = 0.087 – 0.093), CFI (0.902), and SRMR (0.045) indicated that the 
factor structure provided a mediocre estimation. Through model modification, the errors 
of item 1 and item 2 as well as the errors of item 16 and item 17 were allowed to 
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correlate. Conceptually, there existed unobserved variables that accounted for the 
relationship between item 1 and item 2 and relationship between item 15 and 16. Item 1 
“I generally like to have at least three long-term goals (next 5 to 10 years) for my future.” 
and item 2 “I like to identify short-term goals (next 3 to 6 months) that will help me 
achieve my long-term goals (next 5 to 10 years)” both assessed personal ability regarding 
setting short-term and long-term goals. Item 16 “I have trouble deciding what exactly I 
want to do (for example in my life, school, career)” and item 17 “It is hard for me to get 
motivated to actively pursue my goals” both captured youth’s challenges of taking goal-
related actions, such as selecting goals and making efforts toward goals.  
Figure 9. 
Standardized CFA results of Goal Capacity Scale with 3 factors 
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A confirmatory factor analysis was employed to assess the 3-factor structure of the 
Motivation Scale (Figure 10). The result indicated that the 3-factor structure provided a 
fair estimation of the factor structure presented in the data. All factors were allowed to 
correlate. The χ2 = 371.143 (df = 50; p = 0.000) was significant. Yet, the RMSEA (0.078; 
90% CI = 0.071 – 0.086), CFI (0.955), and SRMR (0.055) indicated that the factor 
structure provided an excellent estimation. The initial loadings showed that the loadings 
for item 11 and 13 were .39 and .13 respectively. So the two items were removed. 
Through model modification, the errors of item 1 and item 3 were allowed to correlate. 
Conceptually, there existed unobserved variables that accounted for the relationship 
between item 1 and item 3. Item 1 “Because I really enjoy studying in school” and item 3 
“because it’s fun” both assessed the degree of enjoy and inherent interest that motivates 
high school youth to attend school. 
Figure 10 
Standardized CFA results of Motivation Scale with 3 factors 
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A confirmatory factor analysis was employed to assess the 4-factor structure of the 
Academic Self-Efficacy Scale (Figure 11). The result indicated that the 4-factor structure 
provided a mediocre estimation of the factor structure presented in the data. All factors 
were allowed to correlate. The χ2 = 1424.818 (df = 160; p = 0.000) was significant. Yet, 
the RMSEA (0.087; 90% CI = 0.083 – 0.091), CFI (0.922), and SRMR (0.065) indicated 
that the factor structure provided a mediocre estimation. Through model modification, the 
errors of item 2 and item 3, the errors of item 4 and item 5, the errors of item 10 and item 
12 to correlate, as well as the errors of item 13 and item 15 to were allowed to correlate. 
Conceptually, there existed unobserved variables that accounted for the relationship 
between item 2 and item 3, item 4 and 5, item 10 and 12, as well as item 13 and 15. 
Specifically, item 2 “asking a teacher for help outside of a lesson” and item 3 “talking to 
teachers about homework” both measured youth’s confidence of seek help from teachers. 
Item 4 “talking with school visitors and showing them around school” and item 5 “giving 
presentations or doing public speaking” assessed the same confidence in presenting and 
speaking publically in school. Item 10 “handing in your assignment on time” and item 12 
“taking good notes in class” assessed confidence of performing academic tasks. Item 13 
“Working on a group class project” and item 15 “participating in class discussion” both 
assessed youth’s confidence in interpersonal ability required in performing academic 
tasks.  
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Figure 11. 
Standardized CFA results of Academic Self-Efficacy Scale with 4 factors 
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factor structure provided a mediocre estimation. Through model modification, the errors 
of item 1 and item 2 as well as the errors of item 7 and item 8 were allowed to correlate. 
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between item 1 and 2 as well as between item 7 and 8. Item 1 “I have difficulty handling 
relationships with other people” and item 2 “. I have difficulty making friends” both 
assessed stress stemmed from dealing with relationships with others especially peers. 
Item 7 “I have money difficulties due to owing money” and item “I have difficulty 
paying for food” both assessed one’s financial stress from solving very basic living 
needs, such as food and not being threatened.  
Figure 12. 
Standardized CFA results of Stress Scale with 3 factors 
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Figure 13. 
Standardized CFA results of Decision-Making Scale with 3 factors 
 
Yet, the RMSEA (0.079; 90% CI = 0.073 – 0.084), CFI (0.953), and SRMR (0.034) 
indicated that the factor structure provided an excellent estimation. Through model 
modification, the errors of item 1 and item 4, the errors of item 8 and 9, as well as let the 
errors of item 15 and item 16 were allowed to correlate. Conceptually, there existed 
unobserved variables that accounted for the relationship between item 1 and 4, between 
item 8 and 9, as well as between item 15 and 16. Item 1 “The schools I can attend and the 
jobs I can do when I finish high school are so many that it is difficult for me to decide 
and choose” and item 4 “I find it difficult to choose what to do when I finish high school 
because there are too many things that interest me” both tried to capture youth’s career 
decision-making difficulty due to having too many choices and interests. Item 15 “I don't 
Indecisive	
Undecided	
Lack	of	
Informa2on	
1	
2	
3	
4	
5	
6	
9	
10	
13	
14	
.64	
.79	
.67	
.82	
.79	
.75	
.88	
.92	
.84	
.89	
ε1	
ε2	
.47	
ε3	
ε4	
ε5	
ε6	
ε7	
ε11	
ε13	
ε14	
8	
7	
ε8	
ε9	
.66	
12	
15	
16	
ε15	
ε16	
ε13	
.52	
.87	
11	.78	
.80	
.89	
.79	
.79	
ε12	
.35	
.89	
.69	
		
97 
quite know who to talk with to get clear ideas on a school to attend after I finish high 
school” and item 16 “I don’t know where to obtain information of colleges / universities / 
technical schools or majors that I could select” 
Second-order CFA of Career Adaptability measurement model. A confirmatory 
factor analysis was utilized to assess the second-order latent construct of career 
adaptability. As a result, the four first order factors and one second-order factor structure 
provided an excellent estimation of the factor structure presented in the data. The χ2 = 
340.297 (df = 47; p = 0.000) was significant. Yet, the RMSEA (0.077; 90% CI = 0.070 – 
0.085), CFI (0.971), and SRMR (0.034) demonstrated a satisfactory fit to the data. All 
standardized regression weights were significant and ranged from .69 to .94. The CFA 
test confirmed the second-order career adaptability construct in which the four proposed 
components (i.e., CSSE, Goal Capacity, Academic Self-Efficacy, Intrinsic Motivation) 
mapped onto on factor conceptualized as career adaptability. Figure 14 shows the 
standardized second-order CFA results. Through model modification, the errors of Self 
Exploration Efficacy and Career Exploration Efficacy, the errors of Career Planning and 
Networking, and the errors of Peer Interaction Efficacy and Information Search Efficacy 
were allowed to correlate. Conceptually, there should exist unobserved variables that 
accounted for the relationship between Self-Exploration Efficacy and Career Exploration 
Efficacy, between Career Planning Efficacy and Networking, and between Peer 
Interaction efficacy and Information Search efficacy.  
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Figure 14. 
Standardized second-order CFA results of Career Adaptability 
 
Structural Model Statistics. 
Mediation effect of the latent variable career adaptability. A Structural Equation 
Modeling (SEM) method was utilized to assess a factor structural model of the eight 
variables: quality learning experience and social connection were entered as two 
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decision-making readiness, while the second-order career adaptability was treated as the 
mediator. Age and gender only had weak correlations with career decision-making 
readiness and stress management (𝑟!"#$"%∗!" = .06, 𝑟!"#$"%∗!"# = .02, 𝑟!"#$%∗!" = -.03, 𝑟!"#$%∗!"# = -.08*, respectively), thus were not included.  
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model-data fit of the structural model was excellent. The χ2 = 73.06 (df = 15; p <.001) 
was significant. Yet, the RMSEA (0.06; 90% CI = 0.05– 0.07), CFI (0.99), and SRMR 
(0.02) indicated that the model fit yielded a satisfactory fit. All standardized regression 
weights were significant and ranged from .49 to .87, except the direct path from 
contextual influences to positive youth development (𝛽 = -.09). The total effect from 
contextual influences to positive youth development was significant (𝛽 = .53). 
Figure 15. 
Structural model of contextual influences predicting positive youth development 
through career adaptability 
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In order to test the indirect effect, the present study used the STATA procedure to 
estimate standard errors and 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals for all direct and 
indirect estimates. Specifically, I obtained the bootstrapped standard errors and 
confidence intervals by using “vce (bootstrap)” option after “sem” commend. The “rep 
options” was added to request 1000 replicates (MacKinnon, et al., 2002). I then used 
commend “estat teffects” to obtain normal-based bootstrapped confidence intervals 
around the indirect effect. Mediation occurs when the indirect effect is significant, 
predictor is significantly associated with the outcome, the mediator is significantly 
associated with both the predictor and the outcome, and the 95% confidence intervals of 
the indirect effect via the mediator do not include zero.  
Standardized coefficient, Standardized errors for direct effects, indirect effects, and 
total effects of the structural model are presented in Table 17.  	  
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Table 17. 
Path estimates, SEs and 95% CIs for contextual factors predicting positive youth 
development with and without mediator career adaptability 
Model Paths 𝛽! 𝑆𝐸! p 𝐿𝑜𝑤𝑒𝑟! 95% CI 𝑈𝑝𝑝𝑒𝑟! 95% CI 
Contextual Factor → Career Adaptability 
Direct effect .86 .03 < .001 .61 .75 
Indirect effect N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Total Effect .86 .03 < .001 .61 .75 
Career Adaptability → Positive Youth Development 
Direct effect .72 .05 < .001 .13 .32 
Indirect effect N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Total Effect .72 .05 < .001 .13 .32 
Contextual Factor → Positive Youth Development 
Direct effect -.09 .04 .58 -.09 .06 
Indirect effect .62 .04 < .001 .08 .22 
Total Effect .53 .02 < .001 .10 .16 
Note: CI, confidence interval. 
a Maximum likelihood estimates.  
b 1000 Bootstrapped samples.  
* p<.05;  **p < .01; ***p < .001.  
ns non-significant.  
 
The standardized direct effect of contextual influences (i.e., quality learning 
experience, social connections) on positive youth development (i.e., stress management, 
career decision-making readiness) was -.09, which was not significant. The standardized 
total effect of contextual influences on positive youth development was .53, which was 
significant. Contextual factors directly influenced Career Adaptability (𝛽 = .86 SE= .03), 
which in turn directly affected Positive Youth Development (𝛽 = .72; SE= .05). The 
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results gave an estimated indirect effect of .62; the z test of significance for indirect path, 
z = 4.34, p < .001, 95% confidence interval did not include zero, .08 to .22. Thus, 
contextual influences indirectly influenced Positive Youth Development as fully 
mediated by Career Adaptability.  
Mediate effect of each career adaptability dimension. In order to understand the 
mechanism of the specific mediation effect, the present study tested the hypothesized 
structural model shown in Fig. 16 to examine each dimension of the career adaptability 
mediator. The errors of four parallel mediators (i.e., CSSE, Goal Capacity, Academic 
Self-Efficacy, Intrinsic Motivation) were allowed to correlate. 
When I tested the model with all paths included, five non-significant pathways 
were identified as the standardized path coefficients for the total effects were close to 
zero and p value larger than .05: 1) path from CSSE to Stress Management (𝛽 = .00, p= 
.94); 2) path from Goal Capacity to Stress Management (𝛽 = .03, p = .54); 3) path from 
Academic Self-Efficacy to Decision-Making Readiness (𝛽 = .04, p = .41); 4) path from 
Motivation to Decision-Making Readiness (𝛽 = .07, p = .10); and 5) path from Quality 
Learning Experience to Stress Management (𝛽 = .00, p = .83). These five paths were then 
removed from the model. 
The final model (see Fig. 16 & Fig. 17) generated an acceptable fit to the data, χ2 = 
77.27 (df = 7; p < .001) was significant, the RMSEA (0.11; 90% CI = 0.09 – 0.13), yet 
CFI (0.98), TLI (.91) and SRMR (0.04). All standardized regression weights were 
significant and ranged from .10 to .43. “estat eqgof” provided how much variance we 
explain for each endogenous variable, that is 𝑅! for CSSE, Goal Capacity, Academic 
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Self-Efficacy, and Motivation. 42.32% variance in CSSE was explained, 48.66% of the 
variance in Goal Capacity was explained, 36.31% of variance in Academic Self-efficacy 
was explained, 34.56% of variance in Motivation was explained, 10.97% of variance in 
stress management was explained, 18.08% of variance in Decision-Making Readiness 
was explained.  Furthermore, the significant correlation among the errors of the four 
mediators confirmed that there did exist a higher order common factor representing the 
four dimensions. 
Figure 16. 
Specific mediation effects of four career adaptability dimensions  
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Figure 17 
The total effects of contextual influences on positive youth development 
 
The Table 18 shows the direct, indirect, and total effects of the final model. 
Standardized coefficients were maximum likelihood estimates, while standard errors and 
confidence intervals were bootstrapped results. In the final model, there was a significant 
effect for CSSE (𝛽 = .29, p < .001) and Goal Capacity (𝛽 = .14, p= .001) on Career 
Decision-Making Readiness; and significant effects for Social Connections (𝛽 = .34, p < 
.001) and Quality Learning Experience (𝛽 = .38, p < .001) on CSSE; and significant 
effect for Quality Learning Experiences (𝛽 = .43, p < .001) and Social Connection (𝛽 = 
.34, p < .001) on Goal Capacity. This established that Social Connection and Quality 
Learning Experience were significantly associated with the mediator CSSE and Goal 
Capacity respectively, and that CSSE and Goal Capacity were significantly associated 
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with the Career Decision-making Readiness.  
In addition, there was a significant effect for Academic Self-Efficacy (𝛽 = .18, p < 
.001) and Motivation (𝛽 = .10, p= .02) on Stress Management; and significant effects for 
Social Connections (𝛽 = .44, p < .001) and Quality Learning Experience (𝛽 = .22, p < 
.001) on Academic Self-Efficacy; and Social Connection (𝛽 = .42, p < .001) and Quality 
Learning Experience (𝛽 = .22, p < .001) on Motivation. This established that Social 
Connection and Quality Learning Experience were significantly associated with 
mediators Academic self-efficacy and Motivation respectively, and that Academic Self-
efficacy and Motivation were significantly associated with Stress Management.  
Table 18 
Path estimates, SEs and 95% CIs for contextual influences predicting positive youth 
development outcomes through four career adaptability mediators, with and 
without mediator 
Model Paths 𝛽! 𝑆𝐸! p 𝐿𝑜𝑤𝑒𝑟! 95% CI 𝑈𝑝𝑝𝑒𝑟! 95% CI 
Direct effects 
     
 Social Connection → CSSE*** .34 .04 < .001 .25 .40 
Social Connection → Goal*** .34 .03 < .001 .22 .33 
Social Connection →Academic self-efficacy*** .44 .04 < .001 .40 .57 
Social Connection → Motivation*** .42 .02 < .001 .20 .28 
QLE → CSSE*** .38 .03 < .001 .20 .31 
QLE → GOAL*** .43 .02 < .001 .21 .30 
QLE → Academic self-efficacy*** .22 .03 < .001 .12 .24 
QLE → Motivation*** .22 .02 < .001 .06 .13 
CSSE → Decision-making readiness*** .29 .06 < .001 .27 .49 
Goal → Decision-making readiness** .14 .07 .001 .07 .36 
Academic self-efficacy → Stress management*** .18 .02 < .001 .04 .13 
Motivation → Stress management* .10 .07 .02 .01 .17 
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Social Connection → Stress management* .10 .02 .03 .01 .10 
Social Connection → Decision-making readiness 
(ns) .08 .06 .11 -.02 .21 
QLE → Decision-making readiness (ns) -.05 .04 .24 -.13 .03 
Total effects      
QLE → Stress management *** .06 .01 < .001 .01 .04 
Social Connection → Stress management*** .22 .02 < .001 .08 .15 
QLE → Decision-making readiness ** .12 .04 .01 .03 .18 
Social Connection → Decision-making readiness 
*** .22 .05 < .001 .17 .38 
Indirect effects 
     
QLE → Stress management*** .06 .01 < .001 .01 .04 
Social Connection → Stress management *** .12 .01 < .001 .05 .09 
QLE → Decision-making Readiness*** .17 .02 < .001 .11 .20 
Social Connection → Decision-making 
Readiness*** .15 .03 < .001 .13 .24 
Note: CI, confidence interval. 
a Maximum likelihood estimates.  
b 1000 Bootstrapped samples.  
* p<.05;  ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
ns non-significant.  
 
Indirect effects were based on 1000 bootstrapped samples and 95% bias-corrected 
confidence intervals (Shrout & Bolger, 2002). As a result, CSSE and Goal Capacity 
significantly mediated the relationship between Quality Learning Experience and 
Decision-making Readiness (𝛽 = .17, p < .001; CIs = .11 to .20 that do not include zero). 
The direct effect of QLE on Decision-making Readiness was close to zero and non-
significant when CSSE and Goal Capacity were included (𝛽 = -.05, p = .24; CIs = -.13 to 
.03), indicating a full mediation for CSSE and Goal capacity. There were two specific 
indirect effects here: 1) Quality Learning Experience → CSSE → Decision-Making 
Readiness; and 2) Quality Learning Experience → Goal Capacity → Decision-Making 
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Readiness. Both of these combine to produce the indirect effect reported by the “estat 
teffects” commend. In order to understand the specific indirect effects that contribute to 
this, I calculated them by multiplying the coefficient on the path from Quality Learning 
Experience to CSSE (.38) times the coefficient on the path from CSSE to the Decision-
Making Readiness (.29), yielding .38 × .29 = .11. Thus the specific indirect effect of 
Quality Learning Experience on Decision-making Readiness as mediated by CSSE was 
.11. Because the total effect of Quality Learning Experience on Decision-Making 
Readiness was .12, I calculated the percentage of the total effect of Quality Learning 
Experience on Decision-Making Readiness that was mediated through CSSE as .11 / .12= 
.92, or 92%. The second indirect path of Quality Learning Experience on Decision-
Making Readiness was mediated by Goal Capacity, I obtained this indirect path by 
multiplying the coefficient on path from Quality Learning Experience to Goal Capacity 
(.43) times the coefficient on the path from Goal Capacity to the Decision-Making 
Readiness (.14), yielding .43× .14 = .06. Thus .06 / .12 = .50 or 50% of the total effect of 
Quality Learning Experience on Decision-Making Readiness was mediated by Goal 
Capacity. Because there were two indirect effects, the results in table 15 reports that the 
total indirect effect of Quality Learning Experience on Decision-Making Readiness was 
.17 that equals to (.11+ .06), which was significant at the p < .001. 
CSSE and Goal Capacity also significantly mediated the relationship between 
Connection and Decision-making Readiness (𝛽 = .15, p < .001; CIs= .13 to .24 that do 
not include zero). The direct effect of Connection on Decision-making Readiness was 
close to zero and non-significant when CSSE and GOAL were included (𝛽 = .08, p = .11; 
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CIs= -.02 to .21), indicating a full mediation for CSSE and Goal Capacity. There are two 
specific indirect effects here: 1) Social Connection → CSSE → Decision-Making 
Readiness; 2) Social Connection → Goal Capacity → Decision-Making Readiness. Both 
of these combine to produce the indirect effect reported by the “estat teffects” commend. 
In order to understand the specific indirect effects that contribute to this, I calculated 
them by multiplying the coefficient on the path from Social Connection to CSSE (.34) 
times the coefficient on the path from CSSE to the Decision-Making Readiness (.29), 
yielding .34 × .29 = .10. Thus the specific indirect effect of Social Connection on 
Decision-making Readiness as mediated by CSSE was .10. Because the total effect of 
Social Connection on Decision-Making Readiness was .22, I calculated the percentage of 
the total effect of Social Connection on Decision-Making Readiness that was mediated 
through CSSE as .10 / .22= .45, or 45%. The second indirect path of Social Connection 
on Decision-Making Readiness was mediated by Goal Capacity, I obtained this indirect 
path by multiplying the coefficient on path from Social Connection to Goal Capacity 
(.34) times the coefficient on the path from Goal Capacity to the Decision-Making 
Readiness (.14), yielding .34× .14 = .05. Thus .05 / .22 = .23 or 23% of the total effect of 
Social Connection on Decision-Making Readiness was mediated by Goal Capacity. 
Because there were two indirect effects, the results in table 15 reports that the total 
indirect effect of Quality Learning Experience on Decision-Making Readiness was .15 
that equaled to (.10+ .05), which was significant at the p < .001. 
The third set of indirect effects lie in the mediation effect that Academic Self-
Efficacy and Motivation significantly mediated the relationship between Quality 
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Learning Experiences and Stress Management (𝛽 = .06, p < .001; CIs= .01 to .04 that do 
not include zero). The direct effect of Quality Learning Experiences on Stress 
Management was not significant and removed from the final model, indicating a full 
mediation for CSSE and Goal Capacity. There are two indirect effects here: 1) Quality 
Learning Experience → Academic Self-Efficacy → Stress Management; 2) Quality 
Learning Experience → Motivation → Stress Management. Both of these combine to 
produce the indirect effect reported by the “estat teffects” commend. In order to 
understand the specific indirect effects that contribute to this, I calculated them by 
multiplying the coefficient on the path from Quality Learning Experience to Academic 
Self-Efficacy (.22) times the coefficient on the path from Academic Self-Efficacy to the 
Stress Management (.18), yielding .22 × .18 = .04. Thus the specific indirect effect of 
Quality Learning Experience on Decision-making Readiness as through Academic Self-
Efficacy was .04. Because the total effect of Quality Learning Experience on Stress 
Management was .06, I calculated the percentage of the total effect of Quality Learning 
Experience on Stress Management that was mediated through Academic Self-Efficacy as 
.04 / .06 = .67, or 67%. The second indirect path of Quality Learning Experience on 
Stress management is through Motivation, I obtained this indirect path by multiplying the 
coefficient on path from Quality Learning Experience to Motivation (.22) times the 
coefficient on the path from Motivation to the Stress management (.10), yielding .22 × 
.10 = .02. Because the total effect of Quality Learning Experience on Stress Management 
was .06, I calculated the percentage of the total effect of Quality Learning Experience on 
Stress Management that was mediated through Academic Self-Efficacy as .02 / .06 = .33, 
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or 33%. Because there were two indirect effects, the results in table 15 reports that the 
total indirect effect of Quality Learning Experience on Decision-Making Readiness was 
.06 that equals to (.04 + .032), which was significant at the p < .001. 
Academic Self-efficacy and Motivation also significantly mediated the relationship 
between Social Connection and Stress Management (𝛽= .12, p < .001, CIs = .05 to .09 
that do not include zero). The direct effect of Connection on Stress Management was 
close to zero and less significant when Academic Self-efficacy and Motivation were 
included (𝛽= .10, p = .02; CIs= .01 to .17), indicating a partial mediation for Academic 
self-efficacy and Motivation. There are two specific indirect effects here: 1) Social 
Connection → Academic Self-Efficacy → Stress management; 2) Social Connection → 
Motivation → Stress management. Both of these combine to produce the indirect effect 
reported by the “estat teffects” commend. In order to understand the specific indirect 
effects that contribute to this, I calculated them by multiplying the coefficient on the path 
from Social Connection to Academic Self-efficacy (.44) times the coefficient on the path 
from Academic Self-Efficacy to the Stress Management (.18), yielding .44 × .18 = .08. 
Thus the specific indirect effect of Social Connection on Stress Management as mediated 
by Academic Self-Efficacy was .08. Because the total effect of Social Connection on 
Stress Management was .22, I calculated the percentage of the total effect of Social 
Connection on Stress Management that is mediated through Academic Self-Efficacy as 
.08/ .22= .36, or 36%. The second indirect path of Social Connection on Stress 
Management was mediated by Goal Motivation, I obtained this indirect path by 
multiplying the coefficient on path from Social Connection to Motivation (.42) times the 
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coefficient on the path from Motivation to the Stress Management (.10), yielding .42 × 
.10 = .04. Thus .04/ .22 = .18 or 18% of the total effect of Social Connection on Stress 
Management was mediated by Motivation. Because there were two indirect effects, the 
results in table 15 reports that the total indirect effect of Social Connection on Stress 
Management was .12 (.08+ .04), which was significant at the p < .001. 
These analyses indicated that all the four career adaptability variables played as 
mediators but in different relationships. CSSE and Goal capacity fully mediated the 
relationship between Social Connection and Decision-making Readiness as well as the 
relationship between Quality Learning Experience and Decision-Making readiness. 
Academic Self-Efficacy and Motivation partially mediated the relationship between 
Social Connection and Stress Management. Academic Self-Efficacy and Motivation also 
fully mediated the relationship between Quality Learning Experience and Stress 
Management. Therefore eight specific mediation pathways were identified: 
1. Quality Learning Experience → CSSE → Decision-Making Readiness (.38 × .29 = 
.11) 
2. Quality Learning Experience → Goal Capacity → Decision-Making Readiness (.43× 
.14 = .06) 
3. Quality Learning Experience → Academic Self-Efficacy → Stress Management (.22 × .18 = .04) 
4. Quality Learning Experience → Motivation → Stress Management (.22 × .10 = .02) 
5. Social Connection → CSSE → Decision-Making Readiness (.34 × .29 = .10) 
6. Social Connection → Goal Capacity → Decision-Making Readiness (.34× .14 = .05) 
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7. Social Connection → Academic Self-Efficacy → Stress Management (.44 × .19 = 
.08) 
8. Social Connection → Motivation → Stress Management (.42× .11 = .05) 
Do these specific indirect effects statistically significant? To answer this question 
requires non-linear tests using nonlinear comparison command, “nlcom” in STATA. I 
first made up a name for each indirect effect so that I can find the estimated values in the 
results: qle_csse_rdmd; qle_goal_rdmd; qle_ase_rstress; qle_motivation_rstress; 
conn_csse_rdmd; conn_goal_rdmd; conn_ase_rstress; conn_motivation_rstress.  
Table 19 showed the results of the significance test of the indirect effects. The 
indirect effect of Quality learning Experience on Decision-Making Readiness through 
CSSE, labeled as “qle_csse_rdmd”, was .11, same as calculated by hand. Based on the p 
value (p < .001) and confidence interval (CI = .07 – .15), Quality Learning Experience 
had a statistically significant standardized indirect effect on youth’s Decision-Making 
Readiness that was mediated by CSSE of .11, z =5.40, p < .001.  
The indirect effect of Quality Learning Experience on Decision-Making 
Readiness through Goal Capacity, labeled as “qle_goal_rmdm”, was .06, same as 
calculated by hand. Based on the p value (p = .005) and confidence interval (CI = .019 – 
.106), Quality Learning Experience had a statistically significant standardized indirect 
effect on youth’s Decision-Making Readiness that was mediated by Goal Capacity of .06, 
z = 2.82, p = .005. 
The indirect effect of Quality Learning Experience on Stress Management 
through Academic Self-Efficacy, labeled as “qle_ase_rstress” was .04, same as calculated 
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by hand, Based on the p value (p = .002) and confidence interval (CI = .015 – .067), 
Quality Learning Experience had statistically significant standardized indirect effect on 
youth’s Stress Management that was mediated by Academic Self-Efficacy of .04, z = 
3.12, p = .002. 
The indirect effect of Quality Learning Experience on Stress Management 
through Intrinsic Motivation, labeled as “qle_motivation_rstress” was .02, same as 
calculated by hand, Based on the p value (p = .034) and confidence interval (CI = .002 – 
.044), Quality Learning Experience had statistically significant standardized indirect 
effect on youth’s Stress Management that was mediated by motivation of .02, z = 2.12, p 
= .034. 
The indirect effect of Social Connection on Decision-Making Readiness through 
CSSE, labeled as “conn_csse_rdmd”, was .10, as calculated by hand. Based on the p 
value (p < .001) and confidence interval (CI = .064 – .136), Social Connection had a 
statistically significant standardized indirect effect on youth’s Decision-Making 
Readiness that was mediated by CSSE of .10, z = 5.44, p < .001. 
The indirect effect of Social Connection on Deciaion-Making Readines through 
Goal Capacity labeled as “conn_goal_rdmd”, was .05, as calculated by hand. Based on 
the p value (p = .004) and confidence interval (CI = .016 – .082), Social Connection had a 
statistically significant standardized indirect effect on youth’s Decision-Making 
Readiness that was mediated by Goal Capacity of .05, z = 2.91, p = .004. 
The indirect effect of Social Connection on Stress Management through 
Academic Self-Efficacy, labeled as “conn_ase_rstress”, was .08, as calculated by hand. 
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Based on the p value (p < .001) and confidence interval (CI = .037 – .123), Social 
Connection had a statistically significant standardized indirect effect on youth’s stress 
management that was mediated by Academic Self-Efficacy of .08, z = 3.62, p < .001. 
The indirect effect of Social Connection on Stress Management through 
Motivation labeled as “conn_motivation_rstress”, was .05, as calculated by hand. Based 
on the p vale (p = .023) and confidence interval (CI = .006 – .080), Social Connection 
had a statistically significant standardized indirect effect on youth’s stress management 
that was mediated by Motivation of .05, z = 2.28, p = .023. 
Table 19. 
Statistics of four specific indirect effects 
Model Paths 𝛽 SE z p Lower 95% CI Upper 95% CI 
qle_csse_rdmd .11 .020 5.40 < .001 .070 .150 
qle_goal_rdmd .06 .022 2.82 .005 .019 .106 
qle_ase_rstress .04 .013 3.12 .002 .015 .067 
qle_motivation_rstress .02 .010 2.12 .034 .002 .044 
conn_csse_rdmd .10 .018 5.44 < .001 .064 .136 
conn_goal_rdmd .05 .017 2.91 .004 .016 .082 
conn_ase_rstress .08 .022 3.62 < .001 .037 .123 
conn_motivation_rstress .05 .019 2.28 .023 .006 .080 
Note: qle =quality learning experience; conn = social connection; csse = career search 
self-efficacy; goal = goal capacity; ase = academic self-efficacy; motivation = motivation 
for attending school; rstress = stress management; rdmd = decision-making readiness 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
Discussion and Conclusion 
The purpose of this study is to develop a better understanding of the career 
development of high school youth in China by examining career adaptability construct 
and its influential factors and pathways toward positive youth development. Specifically, 
drawing from theories that highlight important personal resources for the development of 
youth career adaptability (Baltes, 1996; Bandura, 1977; Deci & Ryan, 2000; Savickas, 
1997) as well as previous research that uses a self-regulatory perspective of career 
adaptability (Creed et al., 2009; Savickas et al., 2009), this study confirmed an expanded 
self-regulatory model of career adaptability, which is represented by CSSE, goal 
capacity, academic self-efficacy, and intrinsic motivation. In addition, the present study 
revealed that high school youth’s career adaptability mediates the relationship between 
perceived contextual influences (i.e., perceived access to a quality learning experiences 
and social connections) and positive youth development outcomes (i.e., career decision 
readiness and stress management), with each parallel mediator plays a distinct role of 
mediation.    
Discussion 
With respect to measurement properties, the present study found that four key 
capacities (i.e., CSSE, goal capacity, academic self-efficacy, and intrinsic motivation for 
attending school) map onto one construct of career adaptability, which is conceptualized 
as youth’s regulatory abilities and inner resources to cope with challenges and changing 
situations inside and outside of their schools. This finding establishes an expanded 
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conceptualization of career adaptability through synthesizing major psychology theories 
— Bandura’s social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1997), Baltes’ development theory of 
selection, optimization and compensation (SOC; Baltes, 1996), and Deci’s and Ryan’s 
self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000), thereby complementing recent widely-
studied 4Cs model addressed by Savickas’ (1997) career construction theory. 
Specifically, career search self-efficacy and academic self-efficacy reflect Bandura’s 
emphasis on the importance of self-efficacy as an inherent capacity to help one cope with 
changing situations and contextual challenges (Bandura, 1977).  Goal capacity reflects 
Baltes’ goal selection, optimization, and compensation as three fundamental adaptive 
processes for one’s development (Baltes, 1996). Intrinsic motivation for attending school 
is aligned with Deci & Ryan’s (2000) highlight of intrinsic motivation, opposed to 
extrinsic motivation, as a significant factor in shaping one’s self-regulation and 
adaptability. Moreover, the finding is consistent with Creed, Fallon, and Hood (2009), 
who also found that multiple career adaptability variables (i.e., self-exploration, career 
exploration, career planning, decision-making, and self-regulation) can be represented by 
a higher order factor. Furthermore, adding the dimensions related to youth’s academic 
self-efficacy and motivations is aligned with Kenny and Bledsoe’s (2008) suggestion that 
educational and school variables are significant components to measure youth’s career 
adaptability.  
 The multi-dimensional career adaptability construct allows us to test a structural 
model and identify mediation effects of the four career adaptability variables in the 
relationship between the contextual influences and positive youth development. Results 
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of the one single structural model showed that latent mediation variable career 
adaptability (i.e., CSSE, goal capacity, academic self-efficacy, intrinsic motivation) fully 
mediate the relationship between latent contextual influence (i.e., quality learning 
experience and social connection) and positive youth development (i.e., stress 
management and decision-making readiness). Furthermore, results of the test of eight 
specific indirect pathways provide a new insight regarding how each of the four career 
adaptability dimensions plays as a significant and distinct mediator in the relationship 
between contextual factors and positive youth development. All of the four dimensions 
are affected by both perceived social connection and quality learning experience; while 
only CSSE and goal capacity directly affect youth career decision-making readiness and 
the other two mediators — academic self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation — directly 
affect youth’s stress management. Therefore, eight specific indirect effects are 
established.   
The Two Mediators Influencing Youth Decision-Making Readiness. 
First, CSSE mediates the relationship between youth’s perceived access to quality 
learning experiences and youth decision-making readiness. CSSE also mediates the 
relationship between youth’s perceived social connection and youth decision-making 
readiness. These two findings suggest that youth who received greater quality learning 
experience and greater social connections are more likely to be prepared in making 
decisions. This is largely because perceived quality learning experiences are important 
for developing one’s confidence in executing career search activities (i.e., self-
exploration, career exploration, career planning, networking), which in turn promotes the 
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development of one’s decision-making strategies so that one can become decided and 
decisive when making educational and career choices. The two mediation pathways are 
aligned with previous empirical studies, which presented evidence that career self-
efficacy serves as an important intermediate factor mediating the relationship between 
contextual influences (e.g., parental support and counseling support, negative experience 
or barriers of declaring majors during high school) and career decision-making (i.e., 
career decidedness, career choice behaviors)  (Hou, et al., 2014; Restubog, Florentino, & 
Garcia, 2010; Tien, Wang, & Liu, 2009). The current study extends the literature by 
specifying career-search self-efficacy, which is more appropriate for high school aged 
youth who are expected to develop skills and confidence in searching educational and 
vocational information, and getting themselves prepared for post-secondary education 
and/or work (Solberg et al., 1993). 
Second, goal capacity mediates the relationship between youth’s perceived access 
to quality learning experiences and youth’s decision-making readiness. Goal capacity 
also mediates the relationship between youth’s perceived social connection and youth’s 
decision-making readiness. This suggests that the positive association between contextual 
influences (i.e., quality learning experience and social connection) and career decision-
making readiness is largely due to the fact that perceived positive contextual influences 
are important for developing one’s abilities of setting and pursuing goals, which in turn 
promotes youth to become decision-making ready. This finding achieves a breakthrough, 
which paves the way for future researchers to test goal capacity as one of the dimensions 
within career adaptability that generates mediating effect in the relationship between 
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contextual factor and decision-making, instead of predicting career adaptability as a 
predictor (Creed et al., 2009; Tolentino et al., 2014; Yousefi, Abedi, Baghban, Eatemadi, 
& Abedi, 2011).  
The Two Mediators Influencing Youth Stress Management. 
Third, academic self-efficacy mediates the relationship between youth’s perceived 
contextual influences and stress management. Finally, youth’s intrinsic motivation for 
attending school also mediates the relationship between youth’s perceived contextual 
influences and stress management. These findings indicate that youth who received more 
quality learning experience as well as more positive social connections and support are 
more likely to cope with stress and suffer less from stress. That is largely because one’s 
perceived learning experiences in terms of educational and vocational exploration, 
leadership development, connecting activities, family involvement and career activities, 
as well as one’s perceived positive social connection with parents, teachers, and peers are 
important for one to develop confidence in performing academic related tasks (i.e., social, 
class and test, peer interaction, and information search) and intrinsic motivation (i.e., 
enjoy school and recognize the meaning of school), which in turn promotes the 
development of one’s stress management strategies so that one can experience less stress 
posed by interpersonal relationship, academic achievement/requirement, and financial 
needs. The finding is aligned with Kenny and Bledsoe’s study indicating the effects of 
support from family, teachers, and peers on high school youth’s educationally relevant 
career adaptability dimensions. The findings also correspond to Close’s and Solberg’s 
(2008) identification of the path from school connectedness to intrinsic motivation to 
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academic self-efficacy, and then to distress; as well as Solberg’s et al. (2012) 
identification of the path from quality learning experiences to motivation and academic 
self-efficacy, and then leads to career decision-making difficulty and distress. Given the 
context of the present study, the findings are very interesting as they suggest that only 
academic self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation are effective in linking youth’s perceived 
contextual influences with stress management. This demonstrates two key points: 1) 
quality learning experiences and social support effectively increase youth’s academic 
confidence and motivation; and 2) Chinese youth’s stress largely come from their 
academic related tasks. Possessing higher academic confidence and inherent motivation 
to learn, youth can help them become more resilient to stress and maximize the 
effectiveness of social connections and support. These results contribute to the literature 
regarding the mediating roles of multiple dimensions of career adaptability and the 
pathways from contextual influences to youth stress management and career decision-
making readiness. Furthermore, these results contribute to Chinese literature regarding 
youth career adaptability research and provide foundations for further cross-cultural and 
international research in youth career adaptability.  
Practical Implications 
One practical implication of this study is the need to incorporate strategies that 
continually strive to strengthen the quality of relationships that youth develop with their 
family, educators, and peers as well as the quality of learning experience youth receive in 
and out of school. Another important implication is that there is a group of youth for 
whom access to quality learning experience are not enough to naturally translate into 
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positive youth development outcomes. For these youth, it is important to consider 
personalized and differentiated career development interventions (Solberg et al., 2012; 
Solberg, Phelps, Haakenson, Durham, & Timmons, 2012). Likewise, some youth’s 
perceived social support cannot naturally translate into positive youth development 
outcomes. Parents, families, and peers need to pay attention to transferring their support 
into improving youth’s other inner resources such as confidence and motivation.  
All of these mediating variables investigated by the present study are malleable 
sources for youth to improve career adaptability and positive development outcomes. 
Therefore, the career adaptability model and the structural model, as empirical evidence, 
generate valuable implications for secondary practitioners to design career interventions, 
programs and counseling services that help build youth’s greater CSSE, goal capacity, 
academic self-efficacy, and intrinsic motivation. Given the differentiated role of the four 
parallel mediators and magnitudes of the eight indirect effects, educators and school 
counselors could accordingly design career development activities performed between 
counselors and students based on youth’s needs and issues. Educators and counselors can 
also provide more effective guidance to parents, which helps parents better support their 
children in adolescence and also guide secondary students, and to secondary students, 
which helps them better support each other when faced stress and difficulties of deciding.  
More specifically, self-efficacy related mediators paly greater roles in the 
identified pathways: 1) the indirect pathway from Quality Learning Experience to 
Decision-Making Readiness trough CSSE has the greatest indirect effect, compared with 
the pathway through Goal Capacity and other indirect pathways. 2) The indirect pathway 
		
122 
from Social Connection to Decision-Making Readiness through CSSE has a greater 
indirect effect than the indirect effect through Goal Capacity. 3) The indirect pathway 
from Quality Learning Experience to Stress Management through Academic Self-
Efficacy has a greater indirect effect than that through Motivation. 4) The indirect 
pathway from Social Connection to Stress Management through Academic Self-Efficacy 
has a greater indirect effect than the indirect effect through motivation. Therefore, 
educators and counselors may start with intervening youth’s self-efficacy for favorable 
outcomes.  Four sources of individuals’ self-efficacy, all of which have been discussed 
widely in relevant literature (Bandura, 1977; Bandura, 2012; Pajares, 2002), could be 
adapted to future interventions and curriculum designs:  personal mastery experiences, 
vicarious experience, social persuasion, and emotion arousal. Specifically, mastery 
experiences emphasize enhancing a youth’s sense of self-efficacy by overcoming 
obstacles and reaching accomplishments through persevering efforts (Bandura, 1986; 
Bandura, 2012). Adults could create an environment in which youth practice career 
search tasks and experience success regardless of their incapacities. Many activities — a 
career exploration workshop, resume writing practice, and personal exploration activities 
— can be designed for such an environment (Solberg et al., 1994a). Additionally, 
vicarious experiences can provide youth with opportunities to utilize the power of social 
modeling. Observing others performing challenging activities can successfully raise 
youth’s beliefs in their own capacities to perform tasks and achieve goals. Thus, adults 
ought to seek to expose youth to opportunities to witness others’ success, see 
possibilities, and see the value of setting goals and committing effort to their 
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achievement. Furthermore, teachers and parents are undoubtedly the main source of 
social persuasion for youths’ confidence in their capacity for handling problems and 
attaining goals. They can adopt strategies like verbal encouragement, reassuring 
statements, and behavioral modeling to strengthen youths’ career decision-making. 
Finally, aversive emotions such as stress, fear, and anxiety develop easily when youth 
face challenges and may lead to failures that create fears and undermine coping skills 
(Pajares, 2002). Parental responsiveness can reduce this aversive emotional arousal, offer 
a more secure base for youth to search and explore careers, and help them maintain their 
confidence when they struggle. More importantly, adults need to work together with 
youth in developing stress management skills while performing low stake training 
exercises (Solberg et al., 1994a). Moreover, since there exists a higher order factor 
representing the four mediating variables as the correlations of the four errors are 
significant, when one dimension is intervened, other dimensions would accordingly 
change.  
In addition, the findings of the present study provide insights for Chinese 
educators and policy makers in terms of how to assist and promote students under the 
education reform environment. The majority of the existing Chinese studies investigated 
college students as they are the people who immediately face school-to-work transition 
and life transition (Guan et al., 2013; Hou et al., 2014; Yuen & Yau, 2015). Secondary 
students were ignored, to some extent, during the past decade as vocational psychology 
and career counseling have been quickly growing in China. The current study targets the 
hottest and most controversial topic nowadays in China — college entrance exam (i.e. 
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Gaokao) reform. Many high school teachers and counselors, from the pilot provinces 
(i.e., Zhejiang and Shanhai), reported confusion in the face of such new education policy 
as there has been a lack of evidence-based system or theoretical framework for them to 
strategically cope with the new situation. It is also an adaptation process of current 
Chinese school staff, teachers, counselors, administrators, and policy makers. 
Understanding the pathways in which current Chinese youth get stressed, undecided and 
indecisive would increase their awareness of the reason why some particular problems 
happen as well as the ways in which they may tackle the problems through evidence-
based programs and counseling.  
Limitations and Recommendations 
There are some limitations associated with this study, which need to be taken into 
account when interpreting and drawing conclusions form the results. As with any 
mediation model analysis, our model is constrained by using specific constructs, the self-
report nature of the methods, and subject population. Although the current study adopted 
a relatively wider range of contextual factors and youth development outcomes, no 
analysis can be entirely accurate and comprehensive. For example, this study did not 
include academic performance as an outcome variable, which has been identified as an 
important component of college and career readiness and postsecondary success of high 
school students by the American School Counseling Association’s National Model 
(ASCA, 2012). Next, when I examined an alternative career adaptability model allowing 
the four-dimensions freely correlated, there was a statistically significant improvement 
with the freely correlated model than the second-order model. Additionally, the results of 
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mediation effects relied on cross-sectional self-report data, which was suggested as an 
unconvincing way to make causal statements (Maxwell & Cole, 2007, 2011). And, given 
the big proportion of tenth grade student (71.3%), along with eleventh-grade (18.4%) and 
twelfth-grade (10.2%), our model could be constrained by the specific population. 
Finally, although we followed strategic plans and steps for measurement translation and 
revision, the validity and reliability of Chinese version scales need to be further tested 
using larger and more representative population.  
With these limitations in mind, this study suggest that future research need to 
address the following investigations. First, in order to get a more in-depth understanding 
of the way in which contextual factors generate impacts, researchers may look at 
contextual factors separately. That is, looking at social connections to understand how 
each of the social connection factor — teacher connection, family connection, and peer 
connection — plays a role in affecting youth career adaptability and positive youth 
development; as well as looking at the quality learning experiences to see how different 
aspects learning experiences — educational and career exploration, extracurricular 
activities/youth leadership development, connecting activities, family involvement, 
perceived importance of career development activities — play roles in the hypothesized 
mediation model. 
Second, gender difference and grade difference need to be further studied in terms 
of both the measurement model and structural model. Particularly, given the uneven 
proportion of the subjects across grades, a follow-up study could group grade 11th and 
grade 12th and compare the combined group with a group with only 10th grade students. 
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Such cross-grade comparison would reveal underlying mechanism of how grade may 
serve as a moderator in the mediation model.  
In addition, a cross-cultural comparison study would be a follow-up study. 
Parallel U.S. data would be analyzed to test the same career adaptability model as well as 
the mediation model. Results may determine if the present model can be applicable 
across cultures. Cross-cultural comparison can also help people further understand the 
underlying cultural and societal basis in youth career development and especially in 
youth career adaptability.  
More importantly, future research needs to examine the expanded self-regulatory 
career adaptability model longitudinally to more accurately capture youth development 
changes over time and more effectively demonstrate the causal relationship between the 
contextual factor and positive youth development through career adaptability using data 
from multiple time points in a longitudinal study design.  
With these limitations and future research directions in mind, the present study 
provides strong evidence that youth career adaptability is a multi-dimensional construct 
being represented by four inner resources career search self-efficacy, goal capacity, 
academic self-efficacy, and motivation for attending school. This study also concludes 
that career adaptability serves as an important mediator in the pathways from youth’s 
perceived contextual influences to positive youth development. The distinct mediating 
roles of the four representative dimensions reveal eight significant indirect pathways 
from youth access to social connection and quality learning experiences to youth stress 
management and decision-making readiness. The current study informs the development 
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of models that describe youth career adaptability and provide implications for educators, 
school counselors, parents, and policy makers to promote youth career development.  
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APPENDIX 
Appendix A STATA Commends 
A 1. STATA commends for item-level CFA analysis for each scale: an example of 
Social Connection Scale 
A 2. STATA commends for the second-order CFA 
A 3. STATA commends for the one single SED model: 
A 4. STATA commends for the final SEM model: 
A 5. STATA commends for the six specific indirect effects model:  
A1. STATA commends for the item-level CFA analysis 
sem (FAMILY-> sc1–sc8) /// equation for latent variable Family Connection 
(TEACHER-> sc9–sc14) ///equation for latent variable Teacher Connection 
(PEER-> sc15–sc18), ///equation for latent variable Peer Connection 
cov(e.sc13*e.sc14) 
 standardized 
//covariance of errors of item 13 and item 14 
estat gof, stats(all) //goodness-of-fit measures 
 
A2. STATA commends for the second-order CFA analysis 
sem (CA->CSSE GOAL MOTIVATION ASE) /// structural equation for latent variable 
Career Adaptability 
(CSSE-> selfawaretotal-networkingtotal) ///equation for latent variable Career Search 
Self-Efficacy 
(GOAL-> goalsettotal goalpursuittotal) ///equation for latent variable Goal Capacity 
(MOTIVATION-> enjoyschooltotal 
internalmotivationtotal) 
(ASE-> socialtasktotal-inforsearchtotal) 
///equation for latent variable Motivation 
///equation for latent variable Academic 
Search Self-Efficacy 
cov(e.peertotal*e.inforsearchtotal 
e.selfawaretotal*e.careerpreptotal 
e.careerplan*e.networkingtotal) standardized 
 
//covariance of the errors 
estat gof, stats(all) //goodness-of-fit measures 
estat teffects, standardized ///standardized indirect effects 
vce(bootstrap,rep(1000)) ///bootstrapping 1000 replicates 
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A3. STATA commends for the one single SEM model: 
sem (CONTEXTUAL-> qletotal connectiontotal) ///equation for latent variable Contextual 
Influences 
(CA-> totalcsse-motivationtotal) ///equation for latent variable Career 
Adaptability 
(OUTCOME-> rstresstotal rdmdtotal) ///equation for latent variable Positive Youth 
Development Outcome 
(CONTEXTUAL->CA) 
(CONTEXTUAL CA->OUTCOME) 
///structural equation for Career Adaptability 
/// structural equation for Positive Youth 
Development Outcome 
estat gof, stats(all) //goodness-of-fit measures 
estat teffects, standardized ///standardized indirect effects 
vce(bootstrap,rep(1000)) ///bootstrapping 1000 replicates 
 
A4. STATA commends for the final SEM model: 
sem (totalcsse<-qletotal connectiontotal) ///equation for career search self-efficacy 
(totalgoal<-qletotal connectiontotal) ///equation for goal capacity 
(academicsetotal<-qletotal connectiontotal) ///equation for academic self efficacy 
(motivationtotal<-qletotal connectiontotal) ///equation for motivation 
(rstresstotal<- connectiontotal academicsetotal 
motivationtotal) 
///equation for stress management 
(rdmdtotal<- qletotal connectiontotal totalcsse 
totalgoal) 
///equation for decision-making 
readiness 
cov(e.totalcsse*e.totalgoal 
e.totalcsse*e.academicsetotal 
e.totalcsse*e.motivationtotal 
e.totalgoal*e.academicsetotal 
e.totalgoal*e.motivationtotal 
e.motivationtotal*e.academicsetotal) 
standardized 
 
//covariance of errors of the four 
mediators 
estat eqgof  //provide R-square 
estat gof, stats(all) //goodness-of-fit measures 
estat teffects, standardized ///standardized indirect effects 
vce(bootstrap,rep(1000)) ///bootstrapping 1000 replicates 
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A5. STATA commends for the six specific indirect effects model:   
sem, coeflegend                   //coefficient legend 
 
estat stdize:                         //stand. nonlinear tests 
 
nlcom(qle_csse_rdmd:_b[totalcsse:qletotal]*_b[rdmdtotal:totalcsse])(qle_goal_rdmd:_b[totalg
oal:qletotal]*_b[rdmdtotal:totalgoal])(conn_csse_rdmd:_b[totalcsse:connectiontotal]*_b[rdmd
total:totalcsse])(conn_goal_rdmd:_b[totalgoal:connectiontotal]*_b[rdmdtotal:totalgoal])(conn
_ase_rstress:_b[academicsetotal:connectiontotal]*_b[rstresstotal:academicsetotal])(conn_moti
vation_rstress:_b[motivationtotal:connectiontotal]*_b[rstresstotal:motivationtotal]) 
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Appendix B Instrument – Original Version in English 
 
B 1. Quality Learning Experiences 
B 2. Social Connection 
B 3. Career Search Self-Efficacy (CSSE) 
B 4. Goal-Setting (SOC) 
B 5. Motivation for attending School 
B 6. Academic Self-Efficacy 
B 7. Stress 
B 8. Career Decision-Making Difficulties 	
B1. Quality Learning Experiences 
 
The following group of items asks how much you agree or disagree with each statement 
associated with you experiences. For each item, you will indicate how much you agree or 
disagree with it. Remember, there are no right or wrong answers. What matters is that you answer 
according to your actual way of thinking and behaving. 
 
Item Strongly Disagree Disagree 
Don’t 
Know Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
1. I take/took challenging classes in school.      
2. I take/took classes that are part of Career and 
Technical Education (such as Family and 
Consumer Education, Business, Agriculture, etc.) 
     
3. The instruction I received in school and after-
school activities meets the needs of different 
learning styles and abilities (information is 
provided in multiple ways such as lectures, 
discussions, audiotapes, hands-on activities, etc.).    
     
4. I have the opportunity to show what I've learned 
though something other than a test (such as group 
work, demonstrations, portfolios, and 
presentations). 
     
5. I know how to get extra support in my school 
(such as tutoring or after-school homework help) 
for my classes. 
     
6. I feel that most of my classes are/were small      
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enough for the teacher to know me or to help me 
if I needed it. 
7. I feel that most of my classes are/were taught in a 
safe environment OR I feel safe in most of my 
classes. 
     
8. I feel that most of my teachers are good at 
teaching their classes OR I feel that most of my 
teachers know how to teach what they're 
teaching. 
     
9. Through my ILP, I am/was informed or aware of 
the options for graduation requirements in my 
school. 
     
10. My ILP helps me to make decisions about which 
courses to take. 
     
11. My ILP outlines my plans for what I plan to do 
after graduation.   
     
12. I have support from an adult/adults who help(s) 
me plan for life after high school with my ILP.   
     
13. I took career assessments (paper/pencil or online) 
at school or through a school activity. 
     
14. Assessments I took affected one or more of my 
decisions about things like which courses to take 
or my plans for after graduation. 
     
15. As part of my ILP, I have explored options (tech 
school, college, work, etc.) for life after 
graduation as part of a class or school-activity. 
     
16. As part of my ILP, I have explored  options (tech 
school, college, work, etc.) for life after 
graduation as part of an activity outside of school. 
     
17. I have explored the educational requirements, 
career pathways, income, or the skills needed for 
different career options (like information 
technology or communications). 
     
18. I have worked to improve my job-seeking skills 
or skills for working at a job. 
     
19. I have learned or practiced work skills (or "soft 
skills" like providing good customer service or 
teamwork). 
     
20. I participated in a job-shadow or visited 
employers in the community to learn more about 
different types of jobs.   
     
21. I participated in on-the-job training experiences 
through activities like internships or work-based 
learning.   
     
22. I have a mentor (an adult at school, through 
school-related activities, or activities outside of 
school). 
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23. I have a peer-mentor or have been a peer mentor 
to another student (at school, through school-
related activities, or activities outside of school). 
     
24. I am exposed to different types of role models 
through my school, school-related activities, or 
activities outside of school. 
     
25. I have learned about or know how to speak up for 
myself. 
     
26. I participate in extra-curricular school-related 
activities (like sports, band, community service, 
or school clubs). 
     
27. I participate in activities outside of school (like 
church youth group, 4-H, or Boys and Girls 
Club). 
     
28. I participated in opportunities that helped me 
develop my leadership skills. 
     
29. I know how to access medical care for mental and 
physical health. 
     
30. I know how to get transportation (a car, or 
through public transportation like the bus or 
subway ) to get where I need to go. 
     
31. I could find my own apartment or house if I 
moved out of my family home (or where I live 
now). 
     
32. I know how to find reliable information to make 
decisions about my finances. 
     
33. I know how to find programs offered by 2 or 4-
year colleges or work training programs including 
how to apply or register for classes. 
     
34. I know about one-stop career centers or 
community employment centers where I can learn 
about and find jobs in my community. 
     
35. The adults in my life (parents/guardians, mentors, 
etc.) have high expectations for my life after high 
school (such as expecting me to succeed in what I 
do). 
     
36. The adults in my life (parents/guardians, mentors, 
etc.) will be involved in my life and support me 
after I graduate from high school.   
     
37. The adults in my life (parents/guardians, mentors, 
etc.) have access to information about 
employment, college/tech school or other options 
for my life after high school. 
     
38. The adults in my life (parents/guardians, mentors, 
etc.) are an active part of my planning for my life 
after high school.   
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39. The adults in my life (parents/guardians, mentors, 
etc.) know how to access medical, peer, and 
professional networks for my life after high 
school.   
     
40. I plan to use my ILP (or parts of it) for purposes 
outside of school (like applying for a job, or for 
college). 
     
41. I have used part of my ILP (or parts of it) for 
purposes outside of school (like applying for a 
job, or for college). 
     
42. I like working on my ILP.        
43. I have shared my ILP (or parts of it) with my 
parents/guardians, mentors, etc. 
     
44. Working on my ILP is a good use of my time.      
45. My ILP accurately represents who I am (like my 
skills and experiences), or I feel that it will when 
I have completed it.   
     
 
 
B2. Social Connections 
 
This group of items asks you to reflect on your connections to others. For each item, you will 
indicate how much you agree or disagree with it. Remember there are no right or wrong 
answers. What matters is that you answer according to your actual way of thinking and 
behaving. 
 
Item Strongly Disagree Disagree 
Don’t 
Know Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
1. There is a family member that I could talk to about 
important decisions in my life. 
     
2. Members of my family recognize my abilities and 
skills. 
     
3. There is no one in my family who shares my interests 
and concerns. 
     
4. I am very close with at least one other member of my 
family. 
     
5. There is no one in my family with whom I feel 
comfortable talking about my problems. 
     
6. I can talk about school issues or concerns with a 
family member. 
     
7. There are family members that I can count on in an 
emergency. 
     
8. Teachers in school care about me.      
9. There is a teacher here that I can go see to talk about 
school problems. 
     
10. Teachers here respect me.      
11. Teachers here are interested in my success.      
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12. There is a teacher here I can talk to about a personal 
problem. 
     
13. I have friends here at school who help me a lot.      
14. There are friends that I could talk to about important 
decisions. 
     
15. There is a friend that I can depend on for help.      
16. I have no friends that I can depend on.      
17. I have mentors that I can depend on (examples include 
coaches, advisors, etc.). 
     
18. I have close relatives that I can talk to about important 
decisions. 
     
 
B3. Career Search Self-Efficacy 
 
For each item, you will be asked to evaluate “how confident you think you would be in 
performing the career search task”. Remember there are no right or wrong answers. What 
matters is that you answer according to your actual way of thinking and behaving. 
 
Item 
Not 
Confident 
at all 
Not too 
Confident 
Don’t 
Know 
Somewhat 
Confident 
Very 
Confident 
1. Meet new people who are currently in careers that 
interest you. 
     
2. Develop a good resume to be mailed to 
employers. 
     
3. Ask questions during a job interview to check 
how suitable the job is for you (for example, 
salary, working environment). 
     
4. Conduct an interview with potential employers to 
learn more about the job or career. 
     
5. Identify and think about your career preferences.      
6. Identify and think about things you would value 
in your career. 
     
7. Clarify what you value most in a career.      
8. Get a job through the help of friends and people 
that you know. 
     
9. Identify your personal values.      
10. Describe your skills and abilities to an employer.      
11. Search for jobs through the help of friends and 
people that you know. 
     
12. Combine knowledge of yourself (your beliefs, 
values) and career information to help you make 
a realistic and satisfying career plan 
     
13. Develop a good plan for finding and getting a 
job. 
     
14. Join clubs or activities outside of schools that are 
related to your career interests. 
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15. Develop career decision and planning skills you 
can use across your lifetime  
     
16. Dress in a way that will help you to be successful 
during a job interview. 
     
17. Identify the resources you need to find the career 
of your choice. 
     
18. Contact companies to get a job interview.      
19. Know where to find information about possible 
employers. 
     
20. Get help from an experienced career person to 
help make a career plan. 
     
21. Achieve a satisfying career.      
22. Identify and examine your personal skills and 
abilities. 
     
23. Find an employer that will provide you with the 
jobs you want 
     
24. Know how to interact with your boss in order to 
better your career. 
     
25. Think about what the job requires you to do and 
the quality of the work environment during a job 
interview. 
     
26. Prepare for an interview.      
27. Select helpful people at the workplace with 
whom to get to know. 
     
28. Identify your work skills.      
29. Plan and carry out your career goals.      
30. Identify your work skills.      
31. Learn about different career or job opportunities 
before searching for a job. 
     
32. Deal effectively with personal challenges (for 
example, lack of confidence, ability). 
     
33. Develop questions to ask companies about the 
job. 
     
34. Understand how your skills can be effectively 
used in a variety of jobs. 
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B4. Goal-Setting (SOC) 
 
The next group of items asks how much you agree or disagree with each statement associated 
with your school to career views. Remember there are no right or wrong answers. What matters 
is that you answer according to your actual way of thinking and behaving. 
 
Item Strongly Disagree Disagree 
Don’t 
Know Agree Strongly Agree 
1. I generally like to have at least three long-
term goals (next 5 to 10 years) for my future. 
     
2. I like to identify short-term goals (next 3 to 6 
months) that will help me achieve my long-
term goals (next 5 to 10 years). 
     
3. I rank my goals in terms of importance.      
4. I set timelines to meet my short-term goals.      
5. I like to create a step-by-step plan to achieve 
my goals. 
     
6. I consider the importance of my goals by 
thinking about positives (Pros) and negatives 
(Cons). 
     
7. I carefully plan out ways to successfully 
achieve my goals. 
     
8. I am doing things now that will help me 
prepare for my next educational /career 
opportunity. 
     
9. I am focusing on what I need to do to be 
successful in school. 
     
10. I seek out other learning/training 
opportunities to increase my skills. 
     
11. To reach my goals, I actively seek out support  
and guidance from others. 
     
12. I try and get the most I can from every 
learning opportunity. 
     
13. I am worried about the future and whether I 
will be able to achieve my goals. 
     
14. I am not sure whether I will have the 
resources needed to achieve my goals. 
     
15. I have trouble deciding what exactly I want to 
do (for example in my life, school, career). 
     
16. It is hard for me to get motivated to actively 
pursue my goals. 
     
17. I have a number of plans for after high school 
to fall back on if the one I prefer doesn’t work 
out (for example in my life, school, career). 
     
18. My family plays an important role in helping 
me plan for my life after high school (for 
example in my life, school, career). 
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19. My school provides me with support in 
planning for my life after high school (for 
example in my life, school, career). 
     
 
B5. Motivation to Attend School 
 
This group of items asks you to reflect on your reasons for attending school. For each item, you 
will indicate how much you agree or disagree with it. Remember there are no right or wrong 
answers. What matters is that you answer according to your actual way of thinking and behaving.  
 
Item Strongly Disagree 
Disagree Don’t 
Know 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1. Because I really enjoy studying in school.      
2. Because, if I didn't, I will feel very bad.      
3. So I can make lots and lots of money in the future.      
4. Because education is important to achieve my 
goals. 
     
5. So important people in my life won't be 
disappointed in me. 
     
6. Because it's fun      
7. Because I have to; it's required       
8. Because I don't want to let others down.      
9. Because school subjects (math, science, etc.) are 
important to me 
     
10. Because if I don't, I'll get punished.      
11. Because there are a lot of interesting things to do 
in the school. 
     
12. Because I see the importance of learning.      
13. Because, to me, education is important.      
14. I wouldn't be here if I really had a choice about it.      	
B6. Academic Self-Efficacy 
 
This group of items asks about the degree of confidence you have in completing a variety of 
activities associated with being a student at your school. Remember there are no right or wrong 
answers. What matters is that you answer according to your actual way of thinking and behaving. 
 
Item 
Not 
Confident 
at all 
Not too 
Confident 
Don’t 
Know 
Somewhat 
Confident 
Very 
Confident 
1. Making new friends at school.      
2. Talking to teachers about homework.      
3. Taking good notes in class.      
4. Writing an essay for language class.      
5. Understanding what you read in your textbooks.      
6. Asking a question in class.      
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7. Contribute actively to extra-curricular activities.      
8. Correctly working out math problems.      
9. Handing in your assignments on time.      
10. Going to class every day.      
11. Working on a group class project.      
12. Getting along with classmates.      
13. Doing well on your tests.      
14. Using a computer to complete projects.      
15. Searching for information/materials in the library.      
16. Using a computer to search the Web.      
17. Participating in class discussions.      
18. Keeping up with lessons in class.      
19. Preparing for a test.      
20. Relaxing during a test so that I am not feeling too 
nervous. 
     
21. Studying with others in preparation for a test.      
22. Asking a teacher for help outside of a lesson.      
23. Managing time/balancing activities and 
academic/school workload. 
     
24. Giving presentations or doing public speaking.      
25. Talking with school visitors and showing them 
around school. 
     	
B7. Stress 
 
This section asks you about the stresses in your life. Please indicate the degree to which you have 
experienced the following in the past month. There are no right or wrong answers. Please answer 
according to your current state of thinking and behaving. 
 
Item Never Rarely Sometimes Very Often Always 
1. I have difficulty managing both home and school 
responsibilities (housework and school work). 
     
2. I have difficulty making friends.      
3. I have difficulty taking tests.      
4. I have difficulty talking with teachers about 
homework or assignments. 
     
5. I have a fear of failing to meet family expectations.      
6. I have difficulty asking questions in class.      
7. I have difficulty getting along with neighbors.      
8. I have difficulty understanding how to use the 
school library. 
     
9. I have difficulty handling relationships with other 
people. 
     
10. I have difficulty handling school work.      
11. I have difficulty with classmates treating me      
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differently than they treat each other. 
12. I have difficulty writing essays for classes.      
13. I have difficulty learning how to use computers.      
14. I have difficulty paying for textbooks and 
workbooks. 
     
15. I have money difficulties due to owing money.      
16. I have difficulty paying for food.      
17. I have difficulty in paying for things when going out 
with friends. 
     
18. I have difficulty due to my family experiencing 
money problems. 
     
19. I have difficulty getting my homework done on 
time. 
     
20. I have difficulty because my parents force me to get 
a grade that they want 
     
21. I have difficulty from teachers      
22. I have difficulty from class mates who make fun of 
me 
     
 
B8. Career Decision-Making Difficulties 
 
The next group of items asks how much you agree or disagree with each statement associated 
with your school to career reviews. Remember there are no right or wrong answers. What matters 
is that you answer according to your actual way of thinking and behaving. 	
Item Strongly Disagree Disagree 
Don’t 
Know Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
1. I still can't think of what I will do as an adult.      
2. It is very difficult for me to decide on a future job 
for myself. 
     
3. It is useless to think about a future job for myself. 
One way or another I will certainly find something 
to do.   
     
4. I don't know if I will want to continue studying 
when I finish high school. 
     
5. I find it difficult to see clearly what I like and 
what interests me. This is why I can't decide yet.   
     
6. I don't quite know who to talk with to get clear 
ideas on a school to attend after I finish high 
school. 
     
7. I have many school options but do not know how I 
should go about comparing them to one another. 
     
8. I don't know what important things I should look 
for when I have to decide on which school is most 
suitable for me. 
     
9. I find it difficult to choose what to do when I 
finish high school because there are too many 
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things that interest me. 
10. I already know that it will be impossible for me to 
do what I really want to do. 
     
11. I always decide in a hurry and this is why I often 
make mistakes. 
     
12. The schools I can attend and the jobs I can do 
when I finish high school are so many that it is 
difficult for me to decide and choose. 
     
13. It isn't clear to me what is really important for me.      
14. It is impossible for me to choose what I want after 
I leave school because I know very little about 
colleges/universities/technical schools and 
possible occupations. 
     
15. Although I have thought about it for a long time, I 
still don't have a clear idea of what I want to do. 
     
16. I find it difficult to choose because I don't know 
much about what is studied in the different 
schools that I can attend when I finish high school.   
     
17. Even though I know I should be committed to 
achieve what I want in my studies and career, I am 
not willing to do so. 
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Appendix C Instrument – Chinese Version 
 
C1. Quality Learning Experiences 
C2. Social Connection 
C3. Career Search Self-Efficacy (CSSE) 
C4. Goal-Setting (SOC) 
C5. Motivation for attending School 
C6. Academic Self-Efficacy 
C7. Stress 
C8. Career Decision-Making Difficulties 
 
 
⾼中⽣职业发展⼼理调查问卷 
亲爱的同学： 
欢迎参加本次⾼中⽣职业发展⼼理问卷调查,这次调查主要⽬标是了解⾼中⽣职业
适应性对在校学⽣的学业、健康压⼒以及职业决策的影响。整个调查从⼋个⽅⾯展
开：1)学习体验；2)社会联系；3)职业搜索⾃我效能；4)⽬标设定；5)上学动机；6)
学业⾃我效能；7)压⼒；8)职业决策困难。请记住答案没有对错,最重要的是根据你
的实际想法和表现给出答案。感谢你的参与和⽀持！ 
 
学号 [填空题]  
 
性别 ○男 ○⼥  
 
年级 ○ ⾼⼀ ○ ⾼⼆○ ⾼三  
 
学校名称 [填空题]  
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C1. 学习体验（Quality Learning Experiences) 
以下一组问题是了解你在学校、家庭或校外活动中的学习体验，对于每一个条目，
请指出你同意或者反对的程度（非常不同意；不同意；中立；同意；非常同意）。
请记住答案没有对错，最重要的是根据你的实际想法和表现给出答案。 
 非常
不同
意 
不
同
意 
中
立 
同
意 
非
常
同
意 
1. 职业发展活动（或任何提及职业发展话题的心理
课）帮助我决定课程的选择。 
2. 通过职业发展活动（或任何提及职业发展话题的
心理课），我得知了从学校毕业的要求。 
3. 职业发展活动（或任何提及职业发展话题的心理
课）帮助我规划出了高中毕业后的计划。 
4. 我身边有长辈（老师、父母）帮助并支持我利用
我的职业发展活动（或任何提及职业发展话题的
心理课）来规划高中毕业后的生涯。 
5. 在学校或者通过学校活动，我参加了职业测评或
相关的兴趣、技能、价值观的测评（纸质或在线
）。 
6. 我参加的测评影响了我的决定，例如我要上的课
程或者毕业后的计划。 
7. 我已经利用了一部分职业发展活动（或任何提及
职业发展话题的心理课）在课堂上或校内活动中
探索了毕业以后生涯发展的选择（例如职业学校
，大学，工作等）。 
8. 我已经利用了一部分职业发展活动（或任何提及
职业发展话题的心理课）在校外活动中探索了毕
业以后生涯发展的选择（例如职业学校，大学，
工作等）。 
9. 我探索了各种职业选择的学历要求、职业发展路
径、收入水平或所需要的技能（比如信息技术或
沟通交流能力）。 
10. 我有机会通过考试之外的某些事情来展现学到的
东西（比如小组作业、作品集展示、公开报告演
示等）。 
11. 为了更多地了解不同类型的工作，我做过工作见
习或者拜访过身边的雇主（老板）/资深职场人。 
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12. 我通过实习或者工作见习等类似活动经历了在职
培训。 
13. 通过校外活动，我接触到不同类型的榜样。 
14. 我平时参加与学校相关的课后活动（例如运动、
乐队、校园社团或者社区服务）。 
15. 我平时参加校外活动（例如动漫社、豆瓣同城活
动、摄影协会等）。 
16. 我知道怎么样通过交通工具到达需要去的地方（
例如开车、乘公交或地铁）。 
17. 如果我离开家或从现在住的地方搬出去，我能自
己找到房子住。 
18. 如果我要做一些财务方面的决策，我知道怎样找
到可靠的信息帮助我做决策。 
19. 我知道如何找到有关大学课程或入学考试的信息 
。 
20. 在我住的地区，我知道如何通过求职中心或者人
才市场求职或找到工作。 
21. 我身边的长辈们（父母/监护人、导师等）对我高
中毕业以后的生涯寄予很高的期望（比如希望我
日后事业有成）。 
22. 我身边的长辈们（父母/监护人、导师等）将会参
与我高中以后的生涯并且支持我。 
23. 我身边的长辈们（父母/监护人、导师等）有途径
了解并获得有关就业、大学/技校入学、或者有关
我高中之后的其他选择的信息。 
24. 我身边的长辈们（父母/监护人、导师等）非常积
极热心地参与我高中毕业之后的生涯规划。 
25. 我身边的长辈们（父母/监护人、导师等）知道如
何通过人脉方面的信息来帮助我高中毕业之后的
生涯规划。 
26. 我计划将来利用我的职业发展活动（或任何提及
职业发展话题的心理课）帮助我实现目标（比如
申请大学或申请工作）。 
27. 职业发展活动（或任何提及职业发展话题的心理
课）能够帮助我实现目标（比如申请大学或申请
工作）。 
28. 我喜欢我的职业发展活动（或任何提及职业发展
话题的心理课） 
29. 职业发展活动（或任何提及职业发展话题的心理
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课）是值得花时间的。 
30. 职业发展活动（或任何提及职业发展话题的心理
课）能帮助我很好地展现我自己。 
 
C2.  社会联系  (Social Connections) 
以下一组问题是为了让你思考并反馈你的社会联系，例如和家庭、老师、同学的联
系，对于每一个条目，请指出你同意或者反对的程度（非常不同意；不同意；中立；
同意；非常同意）。请记住答案没有对错，最重要的是根据你的实际想法和表现给
出答案。 
 非常不
同意 
不同
意 
中
立 
同
意 
非常
同意 
1. 家庭中有我可以跟他谈论人生重要决定
的成员。 
2. 家庭中的成员知道我的能力和技能。 
3. 家庭中没有人和我分享我的兴趣和担忧 
。(R) 
4. 我和家庭中至少一位成员很亲近。 
5. 家庭中没有人让我感觉能自在地和他（
她）谈论我的问题。(R) 
6. 我可以和家庭成员谈论学校中的问题或
担忧。 
7. 在出现紧急情况时，家庭中有我能依靠
的成员。 
8. 我有亲近的亲戚可以和我谈论重大的决
定。 
9. 学校的老师关心我。 
10. 学校有老师可以让我和他讨论我在学校
遇到的问题。 
11. 学校的老师尊重我。 
12. 学校的老师在意我的成功。 
13. 学校有让我可以向他倾诉个人隐私问题
的老师。 
14. 我有能够依靠的老师（例如班主任、教
练、咨询老师等）。 
15. 我在学校有能给我很多帮助的的朋友。 
16. 我有朋友可以和我谈论重大的决定。 
17. 我有朋友可以指望他帮忙 。 
18. 我没有能够依靠的朋友。(R) 
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C3.  职业探索自我效能（自信心）  (Career Search Self-Efficacy) 
在以下一组问题中，你将会评估自己在完成或将要完成的一系列的职业搜探索任务
中的自信程度（非常不自信；不自信；一般；有一点自信；非常自信）。请记住答
案没有对错，最重要的是根据你的实际想法和表现给出答案  
 非常
不自
信 
不
自
信 
一
般 
自
信 
非常
自信 
1. 了解自身的技能和能力。 
2. 了解和思考你的职业偏好/喜好。 
3. 明确你最看重职业的哪些方面。 
4. 了解和思考你将来在自己的职业中会看重的东
西。 
5. 了解你的个人价值观。 
6. 在搜索工作之前，了解不同的职位以及工作机
会。 
7. 在面试时，思考工作环境质量以及工作对你的
要求。 
8. 计划和执行你的职业目标。 
9. 为面试做准备。 
10. 了解你的技能如何有效地用于各种工作。 
11. 获得一个满意的职业。 
12. 很好地应对自己会面临的个人挑战（例如缺乏
自信、能力）。 
13. 发展一生受用的职业计划和决策能力。 
14. 向公司／企业就工作或职位进行提问。 
15. 知道在哪里可以找到未来可能的雇主（老板）
信息。 
16. 了解如何与你的领导进行互动以有更好的职业
发展。 
17. 制定一个好的找工作的计划。 
18. 结合对自己的了解（技能、价值观）和相关职
业信息做一个符合现实并令人满意的职业生涯
规划。 
19. 发展一生受用的职业计划和决策能力。 
20. 制定一份高质量简历寄给雇主（老板）。 
21. 联系公司以获得工作面试机会。 
22. 找到为你提供理想工作的雇主（老板）。 
23. 了解职业搜寻时需要的资源。 
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24. 通过朋友或认识的人的帮助获得一份工作。 
25. 认识有工作的新朋友。 
26. 通过朋友或认识的人的帮助搜寻工作。 
27. 在工作场合选择去结识对你可能有帮助的人。 
 
C4.  目标能力  (Goal Capacity) 
以下一组问题是为了让你思考并反馈你的计划和目标制定。 对于每一个条目，请
指出你同意或者反对的程度（非常不同意；不同意；中立；同意；非常同意）。请
记住答案没有对错，最重要的是根据你实际的想法和表现给出答案。     
 
 非常
不同
意 
不
同
意 
中
立 
同
意 
非常
同意 
1. 我一般会为我的未来设定至少 3个长期目标（
未来 5–10年）。 
2. 我设定那些能够帮助我实现长期目标（未来
5–10年）的短期目标（未来 3–6个月）。 
3. 我按照重要程度来排序我的目标。 
4. 我制定时间计划表来达到短期目标。 
5. 我制定一步一步的计划来实现我的目标。 
6. 我精心做规划以成功达到目标。 
7. 我正在做的事情将帮助我为下一个教育或职业
机会做好准备。 
8. 我正专注于那些在学校获得成功需要做的的事
情。 
9. 我寻求额外的学习、培训机会以增强我的技能
。 
10. 为达到我的目标，我积极寻求他人的支持和指
导。 
11. 我尝试从每次学习机会中尽量取得最大收获。 
12. 在高中毕业后的目标规划中（比如个人生活中
，学校里，事业），我的家庭起到了很重要的
影响作用。 
13. 在高中毕业后的目标规划中（比如个人生活、
学校、事业），我的学校给我提供了支持。 
14. 我很担心我的未来以及今后是否可以实现目标
。 
15. 我不确定我是否拥有实现目标所需要的资源。 
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16. 我很难决定什么才是我真正想要的（比如个人
生活中、学校里、事业上）。 
17. 我很难非常有动力地去积极地达成目标。 
 
C5.  学业动机  (Motivation for attending school) 
以下一组问题是为了让你思考并反馈你上学的理由。对于每一个条目，请指出你同
意或者反对的程度（非常不同意；不同意；中立；同意；非常同意）。请记住答案
没有对错，最重要的是根据你实际的想法和表现给出答案。  
 非常不
同意 
不同
意 
中
立 
同
意 
非常同
意 
1. 因为我真的享受在学校学习。 
2. 因为如果我不上学，我会感觉很不好。 
3. 因为上学很有趣。 
4. 因为在学校有很多有趣的事情可以做。 
5. 如果我可以选的话，我就不会出现在学
校。 
6. 因为接受教育对我达成今后的目标很重
要。 
7. 因为学校的课程对我来说很重要。 
8. 因为我明白学习的重要性。 
9. 因为对我来说，接受教育很重要。 
10. 这样我在以后就可以赚很多很多钱。 
11. 这样我生命中重要的人才不会对我失望
。 
12. 因为我必须这样做，社会和家长期望我
这样。 
13. 因为我不希望别人失望。 
14. 因为如果我不去上学，我会受到惩罚。 
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C6.  学业自我效能  (Academic Self-Efficacy) 
在以下一组问题中，你将会评估你作为一个学生在学校完成各种学业活动的自信程
度。对于每一个条目，请指出你认为自己的自信程度（非常不自信；不自信；一般；
有一点自信；非常自信）。请记住答案没有对错，最重要的是根据你实际的想法和
表现给出答案。  
 非常不自
信 
不自
信 
一
般 
自
信 
非常自
信 
1. 在课堂上提问。 
2. 在课后寻求老师帮助。 
3. 和老师谈论作业题。 
4. 和来学校参观的人聊天，并带他们游
览校园。 
5. 做报告展示或者公开场合演讲。 
6. 积极投入课外活动。 
7. 在考试期间放松，以避免紧张。 
8. 跟上课程进度。 
9. 复习考试。 
10. 按时交作业。 
11. 在考试中取得好成绩。 
12. 在课堂上做好笔记。 
13. 参加课堂分组讨论。 
14. 与同学和睦相处。 
15. 参与课堂讨论。 
16. 在学校里交新朋友。 
17. 每天去上课。 
18. 使用电脑查资料来帮助完成作业或小
组项目。 
19. 在图书馆查找信息或资料。 
20. 使用电脑搜索网页。 
     
 
  
		
150 
C7.  压力  (Stress) 
以下一组问题是为了让你思考并反馈你生活中的压力。对于每一个条目，请指出你
对每项描述的经历程度（从来没有；很少；有时；经常；总是）。请记住答案没有
对错，最重要的是根据你实际的想法和表现给出答案。  
 从来没
有 
很
少 
有
时 
经
常 
总
是 
1. 我在处理与他人关系方面有压力。 
2. 我在交朋友方面有压力。 
3. 我在与邻居和睦相处方面有压力。 
4. 我在和那些对我另眼相看的同学相处方面有
压力。 
5. 我在处理和平衡家务活和学校作业方面有压
力。 
6. 我在支付教材和练习本方面有压力。 
7. 我在经济上有压力，因为欠钱。 
8. 我在支付伙食费方面有压力。 
9. 和朋友出去玩的时候，我在付钱方面有压力
。 
10. 我因为家庭经济问题而感觉烦恼，有压力。 
11. 我因为班级同学取笑我而感觉烦恼，有压力
。 
12. 我从老师那边感受到压力。 
13. 我害怕达不到家庭寄予的期望。 
14. 我因为父母强迫我取得他们想要的成绩而感
觉烦恼，有压力。 
15. 我在上课提问方面有压力。 
16. 我在完成家庭作业方面有压力。 
17. 我在考试方面有压力。 
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C8.  职业决策困难  (Decision-Making Difficulty) 
以下一组问题是为了让你思考并反馈你职业决策方面的困难。对于每一个条目，请
指出你同意或者反对的程度（非常不同意；不同意；不知道；同意；非常同意）。
请记住答案没有对错，最重要的是根据你实际的想法和表现给出答案。  
 非常
不同
意 
不
同
意 
中
立 
同
意 
非常
同意 
1. 高中毕业后我能上的学校和可以做的工作太多了
，以至于我很难选择和决定。 
2. 我经常匆忙做决定，这也是我为何经常犯错的原
因。 
3. 离开学校后,我不可能选择我想要的，因为我不了
解大学/职业学校以及可能从事的职业。 
4. 我发现选择高中毕业以后做什么很困难，因为实
在有太多让我感兴趣的事情了。 
5. 我不清楚什么对我来说是真正重要的。 
6. 对我来说做选择很困难，因为我不知道毕业以后
我在能去的学校里可以学到什么。 
7. 我很清楚我不可能去做我真正想做的事情。 
8. 虽然我已经想了很久以后想做什么，但是没有明
确的答案 
9. 我仍然想不出来自己成年后会变成什么样子的人
。 
10. 对我来说，为自己决定未来的职业非常困难。 
11. 我发现很难搞清楚我对什么感兴趣，所以我还没
决定好要做什么。 
12. 我还没决定好高中毕业后去哪所学校。 
13. 我有很多学校可以选择，但不知道该怎么进行比
较。 
14. 当我必须要决定哪一所学校合适我的时候，我不
知道什么是我该看重的因素。 
15. 当我想了解一种职业时，不知道向谁咨询。 
16. 我不知道去哪里获得关于大学或者专业选择的信
息。 
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Appendix D Communication with Participants 
D1. Sample Information Letter to Students (English & Chinese) 
D2. Sample Information Letter to Parents (English & Chinese) 
D3. Sample Collaboration Invitation Letter to School Principle (English & Chinese) 
D4. Sample Collaboration Agreement (English) 
D5. Sample Research Report to Collaborating High School (Chinese) 
 
D 1. Information Sheet to Students 
August 26, 2015 
 
Dear Student, 
 
This letter is to inform you about a research study you will participate, which focuses on 
career adaptability and its mediating role between school environment and students’ 
multiple outcomes. The purpose of this study is to investigate the impact of Quality 
Learning Environments and Social Connections on your outcomes through your Career 
Adaptability. Career adaptability includes the concepts of career search self-efficacy, goal 
setting, academic motivation, and academic self-efficacy. 
 
Participation is completely voluntary and you may stop during the study at any time. The 
study will use surveys to collect data, which will be conducted through an online survey 
platform. The survey will last no more than 30 minutes, and you have the rights to skip 
items that you don’t want to answer. Your responses will be automatically saved and 
transferred to Boston University the School of Education Lab for Career and Workforce 
Development. Doctoral students and professors at BU will conduct data analysis 
afterwards. Some of your identifying information will be gathered; however each 
participant will be assigned a unique study ID number at the beginning of the study to 
match your identifying information. Authors and research team members will have access 
to the de-identified data with ID numbers only. A separate document will be maintained 
that links the names of subjects to the study ID numbers. The separate document will be 
saved in a password protected computer in a secure place, which can only be accessed 
when needed for future follow-up studies.  
 
The findings from this study will be analyzed using quantitative methods and then 
reported in order to generate a theory and implications for both practice and research, 
particularly in the fields of school counseling and vocational psychology. 
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This study is part of our research projects under the direction of Dr. V. Scott Solberg 
(ssolberg@bu.edu) at the School of Education at Boston University. You may obtain 
further information about your rights as a research subject by calling the BU CRC IRB 
Office at (01) 617-358-6115 or emailing at irb@bu.edu. If you have any question or 
concern regarding this study, please call or email me at (01) 857-210-7936 or 
zichen@bu.edu. 
 
D1 - Chinese给参与研究学生的一封信  
2015年 8月 26号 
 
亲爱的同学， 
 
这封信是为了告你一个你即将参加的一个课题研究。这个研究项目旨在关注学生的
职业适应能力以及职业适应能力在学校环境和学生各方面取得的成绩方面所起到的
的中介调解作用。这个研究的目的就是调查高质量学习环境以及学生的社会联系是
怎样通过改变你的职业适应能力从而对你的各方面成绩成就产生影响的。这里所说
的职业适应力包括职业搜索自我效能，目标设定，学习动机，以及学业自我效能。 
 
参加这项研究是完全自愿的，你可以在研究进行的任何时候停止。这项研究将通过
量表进行数据采集，量表将通过一个网络平台呈现。回答量表的时间不超过半小时，
你有权跳过你不想回答的任何题目。你的回答将会被自动保存并传送到美国波士顿
大学教育学院职业发展实验室。那里的博士生和教授收到数据之后将会进行数据分
析。你的一些个人信息将会在研究中被采集，但是在研究一开始每个学生将会被分
配一个与之个人信息相匹配的身份编码。此项目的作者和研究组成员只能获得包含
学生代号的不带有任何个人信息的数据文件。你的个人信息和相应的代号会被储存
在一个单独的文件里并且存储在一个密码保护的电脑里存放在安全的地方。只有在
未来的跟踪调查需要的时候才会被查看。 
 
研究的发现成果将会通过量性研究的方法被分析和报告出来，以对研究和实践领域
带来新的理论和启发，特别是在学校咨询和职业心理学领域。 
 
这项研究从属于由波士顿大学教育学院 V. Scott Solberg （ssolberg@bu.edu）教授
指导的多个研究项目中的一部分。你可以通过波士顿大学机构审核委员会获得更多
关于参与研究权益的信息 （BU CRC IRB 办公室电话（01）617-358-6115 或者邮件 
irb@bu.edu）。如果你有任何问题关于我们的研究，请联系我，电话：（01）857-
210-7936， 邮件： zichen@bu.edu。 
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D2. Information Sheet for Parents 
August 26, 2015 
 
Dear Parent, 
 
This letter is to inform you about a research study that your child will participate in, 
which focuses on career adaptability and its mediating role between the school 
environment and students’ multiple outcomes. The purpose of this study is to investigate 
the impact of Quality Learning Environments and Social Connections on your child’s 
outcomes through Career Adaptability. Career adaptability includes the concepts of 
career search self-efficacy, goal setting, academic motivation, and academic self-efficacy. 
 
Participation is completely voluntary and your child may stop during the study at any 
time. The study will use surveys to collect data, which will be administered through an 
online survey platform. The survey will last no more than 30 minutes. The responses will 
be automatically saved and transferred to Boston University the School of Education Lab 
for Career and Workforce Development. Doctoral students and professors at BU will 
conduct data analysis afterwards.  
 
Some of your child’s identifying information will be gathered; however each participant 
will be assigned a unique study ID number at the beginning of the study. Research team 
will have access to the de-identified data with ID numbers only. A separate document 
will be maintained that links the names of subjects to the study ID numbers. The separate 
document will be saved in a password protected computer in a secure place, which can 
only be accessed when needed for future follow-up studies. In addition, your students’ 
academic records will be obtained from the school as one of the outcome variables.  
 
The findings from this study will be analyzed using quantitative methods and then 
reported in order to generate a theory and implications for both practice and research, 
particularly in the fields of school counseling and vocational psychology. A personalized 
study report will be generated based on students’ responses, which will help school 
improve learning environment, students’ academic outcomes and career decision making 
readiness, as well as decrease students’ stress.  
 
This study is part of our research projects under the direction of Dr. V. Scott Solberg 
(ssolberg@bu.edu) at the School of Education at Boston University. You may obtain 
further information about your rights as a research subject’s parent by calling the BU 
CRC IRB Office at (01) 617-358-6115 or emailing at irb@bu.edu. If you have questions 
regarding this study, or if you don’t want your child to take part then please call or email 
me at (01) 857-210-7936 or zichen@bu.edu. 
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D2. Chinese - 给研究参与学生家长的一封信  
2015年 8月 26号 
亲爱的家长， 
 
这封信是为了告知您，您的孩子将要参与一项中美合作的研究项目。这个研究项目
旨在关注学生的职业适应能力以及职业适应能力在学校环境和学生各方面取得的成
就中所起到的的中介调解作用。这个研究的目的就是调查高质量学习环境以及学生
的社会联系是怎样通过改变您孩子的职业适应能力从而对他（她）的各方面成就产
生影响的。这里所说的职业适应力包括职业搜索自我效能，目标设定，学习动机，
以及学业自我效能。 
 
参加这项研究是完全自愿的，您的孩子可以在研究进行的任何时候停止。这项研究
将通过量表进行数据采集，量表将通过一个网络平台呈现。回答量表的时间不超过
半小时，答案将会被自动保存并传送到美国波士顿大学教育学院职业发展实验室。
那里的博士生和教授收到数据之后将会进行数据分析。 
 
您孩子的一些个人信息（姓名）将会在研究中被采集，但是在研究一开始每个学生
将会被分配一个与之个人信息相匹配的研究编码。此项目的研究组成员只能获得包
含学生代号的不带有任何个人信息的数据文件。您孩子的的个人信息和相应的代号
会被储存在一个单独的文件里并且存储在一个密码保护的电脑里存放在安全的地方。
只有在未来的跟踪调查需要的时候才会被查看。此外，你孩子的学业成绩将会被采
集作为测试学生成就成果的结果变量之一。 
 
研究的发现成果将会通过量性研究的方法被分析和报告出来，以对研究和实践领域
带来新的理论和启发，特别是在学校咨询和职业心理学领域。通过本次研究，波士
顿大学教育学院将会根据学生的反馈为学校撰写个性化的研究报告，将有助于学校
优化学习环境，提高学生学业成就，提高学生职业决策准备，以及减少学生压力。 
 
这项研究从属于由波士顿大学教育学院 V. Scott Solberg （ssolberg@bu.edu）教授
指导的多个研究项目中的一部分。您可以通过波士顿大学机构审核委员会获得更多
关于您孩子参与研究权益的信息 （BU CRC IRB 办公室电话（01）617-358-6115 或
者邮件 irb@bu.edu）。如果您有任何问题或者不想让您的孩子参加我们的研究，请
联系我，电话：（01）857-210-7936， 邮件： zichen@bu.edu。 
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D3. Sample Collaboration Invitation Letter to School Principle (English & Chinese) 
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D4. Sample Collaboration Agreement (Chinese) 
 
科研合作同意书  
 
甲方：波士顿大学教育学院职业发展研究室 
乙方： 
 
波士顿大学教育学院职业发展研究室和_______________ 双方经友好协商，本着自
愿、平等、互惠互利、诚实信用的原则，共同达成以下协议并遵守。 
 
第一条	 合作内容  
 甲乙双方将合作进行《学习体验和社会联系通过影响学生职业适应性对中国高
中生一系列发展结果的影响》项目的研究。包括 8个量表的数据采集，项目所涉及
变量关系的研究以及研究报告。具体工作内容及步骤，见附件 1。项目任务执行时
间表请见附件 2 
 
第二条	 合作期限  
此研究的双方合作期限为6个月，自2016年3月1日起至2016年9月1日止。合作期
间合同中的任何修改都需双方协商并同意。本协议届满前一个月，甲乙双方可就续
签事宜进行协商并签订相关协议。协议期满，双方未新签约或就本协议签订相关补
充协议，则本协议到期终止。 
 
第三条   合作人员  
1.为保证研究质量和进度，甲乙方应保证足够的研究人员的参与。具体人员和分工
，见附件 3。 
甲方联系人： 姓名：陈紫 
             职称：波士顿大学人力发展博士生 
             联系方式：zichen@bu.edu; (01)8572107936 
乙方联系人： 姓名： 
             职称： 
             联系方式： 
 
第四条    甲方权利与义务  
• 甲方负责的工作包括（波士顿大学教育学院职业发展研究室）： 
1) 提供合作研究所涉及的 8份英文量表及翻译修订的中文版量表, 包括项目计
分表等，并提供问卷施测的知情同意书。其中学习环境体验量表（Quality 
Learning Experiences）由联邦资金支持开发并且公开用于研究目的，另外 7
个量表版由波士顿大学教育学院研究副院长和教授 Scott Solberg博士开发，
并且版权归属于 AdvancePath （收购了原版权持有者 ScholarCentric 
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http://www.scholarcentric.com/)。 任何关于教育目的的量表使用必须经
AdvancePath授权后方可执行； 
2) 甲方负责数据分析以及提供采集数据所需要的网络系统平台； 
3) 甲方将针对乙方具体情况提供专业性以及个性化的研究结果，报告内容请参
见附件 1“研究给予学校回馈” 
 
• 乙方负责的工作包括（____________ ）： 
1) 数据采集，总共参与人数预估 200–400人。 
 
第五条   其他事项  
1) 一切与本研究项目相关本协议适用一切可应用的美国联邦政府法，州法，地方
法，以及中华人民共和国法律。 
2) 经双方签字、盖章之日起生效。本协议一式两份，甲乙双方各执一份，具有同
等法律效应。 
3) 签署双方相互独立，任何一方都没有约束或者代表另一方的权利。 
4) 对本合同的任何修改，均应由双方协商并签署书面补充合同，补充合同具有与
本合同同等的法律效力。 
 
签字同意: 
波士顿大学教育学院职业发展研究室  
签字:  
姓名: Zi Chen 
职位: 波士顿大学博士生, 项目主持 
日期: 2016年 3月 1日 
 
签字:   
姓名: V. Scott Solberg 
职位: 波士顿大学教育学院科研副院长, 项目导师 
日期: 2016年 3月 1日 
 
 
_______________________ 
签字:  
姓名:  
职位:  
日期:  
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附件 1 
合作研究课题说明  
研究课题  
学生学习体验和社会联系通过影响学生职业适应性对中国高中生一系列发展结果的
影响 
 
研究问题  
是否学生学习体验和社会联系会增加学生的职业适应性，从而影响一系列的学生成
就，比如说学业成绩，压力健康管理，职业兴趣，职业决策，大学入学考试等。 
• 职业适应性的不同方面 （学习自信，职业探索自信，学业动机，目标设定）怎
样与学生的学业、社会情感、以及职业发展结果相联系的？ 
• 学生的学习体验和职业适应性的关系是怎样的？ 
• 职业适应性是否可以在社会支持和学生成就中起到中介调解作用？ 
• 职业适应性是否可以在学生的学习体验和学生成就两者中起到中介调解作用？ 
 
研究模型  
量表  
1. Quality Learning Experiences –学生学习体验 
2. Career Search Self-Efficacy - 职业探索自我效能 
3. Goal-Setting (SOC) - 目标设定 
4. Motivation to Attend School – 上学动机 
5. Academic Self-Efficacy - 学业自我效能 
6. Career Decision-Making Difficulties -职业决策困难 
7. Social Connections – 社会联系 
8. Stress – 压力 
学校情境  & 社会联系  职业适应性技巧  高中成就  
• 学生学习体验 
• 社会联系 
• 职业探索自我效能  
• 目标设定 
• 学习动机 
• 学业自我效能 
• 学业表现(GPA) 
• 压力健康管理 
• 职业决策准备 
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研究步骤  
1. 数据采集 
• 数据收集工作将在全国多所高中进行 
• 参与学生初步估计总参与人数一共 1500个 
• 施测时间 2016年 3-4月 
• 量表的数据一次收集完成，学生通过网络问卷系统，估计每次测试时间
为半小时 
• 问卷调查将不会收集学生姓名等可识别身份的信息，学生学号将会被收
集以方便对应被试的学业成绩以及未来的跟踪研究。 
• 研究者和合作高中在数据收集前应达成一致，包括参与者，数据收集过
程以及数据收集平台软件 
• 采集得到的数据研究者和合作学校共享使用 
• 所有数据只做学术研究目的使用，不涉及任何商业用途 
 
2. 数据分析 
• 数据采集后由波士顿大学的研究团队进行分析 
• 本研究通过 SPSS以及 STATA软件进行数据分析 
• 数据分析结果将会与参与学校共享 
 
研究给予学校回馈  
 
波士顿大学教育学院职业发展研究室将针对合作高中具体情况提供专业性以
及个性化的研究结果报告，报告内容将包括： 
 
• 学生施测的八个量表的数据分析结果总结 
• 学生学习体验的报告 
• 学生社会联系和人际交往现状报告 
• 学生职业心理发展报告，并提供针对学生职业兴趣探索，职业适应技能
培养，职业自我效能，职业适应性 以及职业决策准备发展的意见方案 
• 为学生家长提供在提高高中生成就方面的建议指导 
• 为学校老师以及咨询师提供在提高高中生成就方面的建议指导 
• 学生压力管理建议方案 
• 提高学业发展动机以及目标设定的意见方案 
• 学生未来潜能开发，心理发展，以及学业成就的指示性因素。  
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附件 2 
项目执行时间表  
项目任务  时间  负责人  
学校负责人培训 2016 年 3月 陈紫，Scott Solberg, 
开展数据采集 2016 年 3月 合作高中负责人 
数据分析 2016 年 3－4月 陈紫，Scott Solberg, 
Gregg Harbaugh, 赵东昕 
报告撰写 2016年 4月 陈紫，Scott Solberg, 
Gregg Harbaugh, 赵东昕 
报告提交给学校 2016年 5月 陈紫 
 
合作高中任务执行时间表  
项目任务  时间  负责人  
学生和家长同意书发放 2016 年 3月 各班班主任 
数据采集负责老师培训 2016 年 3月 
培训时：30分钟 
Scott Solberg，陈紫 
数据采集 2016 年 3月  
 
 
 
 
附件 3 
合作研究人员及职责  
参与者  
 
• 中方合作学校： 
一到两名学校老师将会被任命为数据收集的协调管理负责人，协调数据采集工
作。 
 
• 项目美方研究者： 
 
陈紫 , MA：波士顿大学教育学院人力开发、咨询和人力发展在读博士生，毕
业于波士顿学院教育发展心理系硕士，南京师范大学应用心理系本科。项目职责：
研究负责人，负责研究设计、执行、数据分析及成果报告。 
 
V. SCOTT SOLBERG, PHD: 波士顿大学心理咨询及人力发展系教授，教育学
院科研副院长。项目职责: 项目导师，提供研究专业指导以保证项目顺利执行。 
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GREGG HARBAUGH, PHD: 波士顿大学教育领导和政策研究系副教授。项目
指责：项目研究方法导师，提供研究方法专业指导，特别是在研究设计和数据分析
方面。 
 
赵东昕 , BS：波士顿大学教育学院学校心理咨询在读硕士，毕业于安徽中医药
大学应用心理系本科。项目职责：研究助理，参与量表翻译修订，数据分析以及报
告撰写。  
 
• 项目中方研究者 
 
谢为伊，MS：南京师范大学心理健康教育咨询中心咨询老师，毕业于北京大
学心理学系发展与教育心理学硕士，南京师范大学应用心理学本科。项目职责：研
究助理，参与量表翻译修订，数据分析以及报告撰写。  
 
彭聪，MS：长沙先导投资控股有限公司 HR，毕业于北京大学心理学系管理
心理学硕士。国家认证生涯规划师。项目职责：研究助理，参与量表翻译修订，数
据分析以及报告撰写。	
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D5. Sample Research Report to Collaborating High School (Chinese) 
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